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Senate 
The Senate met at 1:03 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Chief Justice of 
the United States. 

f 

TRIAL OF WILLIAM JEFFERSON 
CLINTON, PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senate 

will convene as a Court of Impeach-
ment. The Chaplain will offer a prayer. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 
Gracious God, these days here in the 

Senate are filled with crucial issues, 
differences on solutions, and eventu-
ally a vital vote in the impeachment 
trial. We begin this day’s session with 
the question You asked King Solomon, 
‘‘Ask! What shall I give You?’’ We 
empathize with Solomon’s response. He 
asked for an ‘‘understanding heart.’’ 
We are moved by the more precise 
translation of the Hebrew words for 
‘‘understanding heart,’’ meaning ‘‘a 
hearing heart.’’ 

Solomon wanted to hear a word from 
You, Lord, for the perplexities he 
faced. He longed for the gift of wisdom 
so he could have answers and direction 
for his people. We are moved by Your 
response, ‘‘See, I have given you a wise 
and listening heart.’’ 

I pray for nothing less as Your an-
swer for the women and men of this 
Senate. Help them to listen to Your 
guidance and grant them wisdom for 
their decisions. All through our history 
as a Nation, You have made good men 
and women great when they humbled 
themselves, confessed their need for 
Your wisdom, and listened intently to 
You. Speak Lord; we need to hear Your 
voice. We are listening. Amen. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senators 
will be seated. The Sergeant at Arms 
will make the proclamation. 

The Sergeant at Arms, James W. 
Ziglar, made proclamation as follows: 

Hear ye! Hear ye! Hear ye! All persons are 
commanded to keep silent, on pain of impris-

onment, while the Senate of the United 
States is sitting for the trial of the articles 
of impeachment exhibited by the House of 
Representatives against William Jefferson 
Clinton, President of the United States. 

THE JOURNAL 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. If there is no 
objection, the Journal of proceedings of 
the trial are approved to date. 

The majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chief Jus-

tice. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, if I 
could take just a moment to outline 
how the proceedings will go this after-
noon, I think that would answer any 
questions that Senators may have. We 
will, of course, continue with the con-
sideration of articles of impeachment. 
I am not aware of any objections made 
during the depositions which require 
motions to resolve. Therefore, I believe 
the House managers are prepared to go 
forward with a motion that would have 
three parts. The first would allow for 
the introduction of the depositions into 
evidence. The second would call 
Monica Lewinsky as a witness. And the 
third part would allow for a presen-
tation period by the parties for not to 
extend beyond 6 hours. This motion 
would be debated by the House man-
agers and the White House counsel for 
not to exceed 2 hours. 

In addition, it is my understanding 
that Senator DASCHLE intends to offer 
a motion that would provide for going 
directly to the articles of impeachment 
for a vote. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chief Justice, 
will the majority leader yield? 

Mr. LOTT. I am glad to yield to the 
minority leader, Senator DASCHLE. 

Mr. DASCHLE. The motion would 
allow for closing arguments, final de-
liberations, and then the motions on 
the two articles. 

Mr. LOTT. Having said that, Mr. 
Chief Justice, in order for the man-
agers to prepare debate for the mo-
tions, I ask unanimous consent that 

the House managers and the White 
House counsel be allowed to make ref-
erence to oral depositions during this 
debate on pending motions. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Is there any 
objection? In the absence of objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Consequently, four votes, 
then, would occur in the 4 p.m. time-
frame today with respect to these four 
motions. 

We will take at least one break— 
maybe two—between now and then, 
and that would determine exactly when 
that series of votes would occur—once 
we begin the process of offering and de-
bating the motions. And we will make 
a determination as to exactly when 
those provisions would occur. 

In addition, if the motion for addi-
tional presentation time is agreed to 
by the Senate, it would be my inten-
tion to adjourn the trial after today’s 
deliberations over until Saturday for 
the parties to make their preparations, 
then to present their presentations of 
evidence on Saturday, and the trial 
would then resume on Monday at 12 
noon for the closing arguments of the 
parties. 

Again, I remind all of my colleagues 
to please remain standing at their 
desks when the Chief Justice enters the 
Chamber and leaves the Chamber. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. I believe we are ready to pro-
ceed, Mr. Chief Justice. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager MCCOLLUM. 

MOTION FOR ADMISSION OF EVIDENCE, APPEAR-
ANCE OF WITNESSES, AND PRESENTATION OF 
EVIDENCE 

Mr. Manager MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chief 
Justice, I have a motion to deliver to 
the Senate. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will 
read the motion: 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1200 February 4, 1999 
MOTION OF THE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES FOR THE ADMISSION OF 
EVIDENCE, THE APPEARANCE OF WITNESSES, 
AND THE PRESENTATION OF EVIDENCE 
Now comes the United States House of 

Representatives, by and through its duly au-
thorized Managers, and respectfully submits 
to the United States Senate its motion for 
the admission of evidence, the appearance of 
witnesses, and the presentation of evidence 
in connection with the Impeachment Trial of 
William Jefferson Clinton, President of the 
United States. 

The House moves that the transcriptions 
and videotapes of the oral depositions taken 
pursuant to S. Res. 30, from the point that 
each witness is sworn to testify under oath 
to the end of any direct response to the last 
question posed by a party, be admitted into 
evidence. 

The House further moves that the Senate 
authorize and issue a subpoena for the ap-
pearance of Monica S. Lewinsky before the 
Senate for a period of time not to exceed 
eight hours, and in connection with the ex-
amination of that witness, the House re-
quests that either party be able to examine 
the witness as if that witness were declared 
adverse, that counsel for the President and 
counsel for the House Managers be able to 
participate in the examination of that wit-
ness, and that the House be entitled to re-
serve a portion of its examination time to re-
examine the witness following any examina-
tion by the President. 

The House further moves that the parties 
be permitted to present before the Senate, 
for a period of time not to exceed a total of 
six hours, equally divided, all or portions of 
the parts of the videotapes of the oral deposi-
tions of Monica S. Lewinsky, Vernon E. Jor-
dan, Jr., and Sidney Blumenthal admitted 
into evidence, and that the House be entitled 
to reserve a portion of its presentation time. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-

ognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. LOTT. I understand that the 

pending motion is divisible, and as is 
my right, I ask that the motion be di-
vided in the following manner: The 
first paragraph be considered division 
I; the second paragraph be considered 
division II; and the final paragraph be 
considered division III. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. It will be di-
vided in the manner indicated by the 
majority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Is there any 
objection? In the absence of objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I iden-
tified this as the first paragraph to be 
considered division I. Actually, that 
should be the second paragraph would 
be division I, the third paragraph divi-
sion II, and the fourth paragraph would 
be division III. I want that clarifica-
tion. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. That will be 
the order. 

Mr. LOTT. Also, so that both sides 
will understand, the motion—there is 

one motion, but we have divided it into 
three parts so there will only be 2 
hours equally divided, one on each side; 
not 2 hours equally divided on each one 
of the three divisions. We had one clar-
ification I believe we have cleared up, 
and I believe now we are ready to hear 
from the managers, Mr. Chief Justice. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Very well. The 
Chair recognizes Mr. Manager MCCOL-
LUM. 

Mr. Manager MCCOLLUM. Thank 
you, Mr. Chief Justice. 

As the first one up here today, I have 
to fiddle with the microphone, I guess; 
it is sort of like testing. I apologize. 

Mr. Chief Justice and Members of the 
Senate, what we have presented to you 
today is a three-part motion, as Mr. 
LOTT has described it, and as you have 
heard read to you. We would like very 
much, as we always have, to have all 
the witnesses we want presented here 
live, as we would normally have in a 
trial, as the House has always believed 
that it should have. 

We came before you a few days ago 
recognizing the reality of that and 
went forward with your procedures to 
request not 5, not 6, not 12, but 3 wit-
nesses be deposed so that we might be 
able to, in the discovery process you 
have allowed us, gain the depositions of 
those three witnesses. Today we are be-
fore you with motions, first, to enter 
those depositions and the video record-
ings of those depositions into evidence 
formally for your consideration be-
cause they have now been accom-
plished; secondly, to request that you 
provide us with the opportunity to ex-
amine Monica Lewinsky live here as a 
witness on the floor of the Senate, and 
for you to allow us to present the other 
two depositions to you in some format; 
and, if you do not allow us the permis-
sion to have Ms. Lewinsky live here to 
examine as a witness, to allow us to 
present any or all portions of the depo-
sitions of all three of them. 

Now, I think that it is eminently fair 
that we be allowed to present at least 
one witness live to you, the central 
witness in the cast of this entire pro-
ceeding, and that is Monica Lewinsky. 
I am not here to argue all of that. My 
principal discussion with you is going 
to be on the part dealing with just ad-
mitting these into evidence, and then 
my colleagues, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, and Mr. ROGAN are going 
to present some complementary discus-
sion about the entire motion as we go 
through this. 

But in the context of all of this I 
think we have to recognize a couple of 
things. One is that live witnesses are 
preferable whether you have deposi-
tions or not. These were discovery 
depositions. We would have liked to 
have asked for all of them to be live. 
We were recognizing reality by coming 
down to one today, and the reasons are 
fairly straightforward. Some of you 
have had the privilege, and I am sure 
you have availed yourself of the oppor-
tunity, to look at the videotapes of 
these depositions, and you see that 

they are, indeed, what most deposi-
tions are. They are discovery. They 
have long pauses in them. They are not 
at all like it would be in a trial itself; 
you don’t have the opportunity to fully 
see or explore with the witness the de-
meanor, the temperament, the spon-
taneity, all of those things that you 
normally get with an exchange. You 
have the camera simply focused on the 
witness. You don’t get to have the 
interaction you get in a courtroom. 

And remember, again, that we are 
dealing here first with your deter-
mining whether or not the President 
committed the crimes of perjury and 
obstruction of justice and then the 
question of whether or not he should be 
removed from office. So I believe and 
we believe as House managers that you 
should at least let us have Monica 
Lewinsky here live for both of those 
reasons. 

I also want to make comments spe-
cifically about just admitting these 
into evidence. There are two obvious 
reasons why, beyond the question of 
whether a witness should appear live or 
whether we should use portions of 
them in whatever fashion to present to 
you, they certainly should be part of 
the record. It seems self-evident. It is 
part of what you gave us as the proce-
dure to do, and it would seem to me 
that it should be a mere formality for 
me to ask, but I cannot assume any-
thing—we certainly do not—that we let 
these depositions into evidence, and 
there are two reasons why. 

One is the historical basis for this. 
There has to be a record, not only for 
you but for the public and for history, 
of the entire proceeding. There is evi-
dence in these depositions that needs 
to be a part of the official record, and 
that evidence is not just the cold tran-
script, but it is also the videotape with 
all of the limited, albeit not satisfac-
tory, portion of it that you can see and 
observe. Especially if you were to con-
clude we weren’t going to have any live 
witness here or were not going to allow 
us to present these depositions, you 
certainly should allow the depositions 
to be part of the record and the video-
tape part of it. It is evidence. It is to be 
examined. It seems self-evident. 

But the second point is, as you are 
going to hear more from my colleagues 
in just a moment, there is new evi-
dence in these depositions. There is 
new factual record information that 
needs to be here for you to decide the 
guilt or innocence question of the per-
jury and obstruction of justice charge. 

One illustration I would give you— 
and I am sure my colleagues will give 
you plenty more—one of them deals 
with the gift question. We have talked 
about it a lot out here. If you recall 
with regard to the question of the gifts, 
the issue is did the President obstruct 
justice? Did he decide in the Jones 
case, in the Jones Court, as a part of 
his course of conduct of trying to keep 
from the Court the nature of his rela-
tionship with Monica Lewinsky to keep 
the gifts hidden? 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:42 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S04FE9.REC S04FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1201 February 4, 1999 
There is new information in the depo-

sition relative to what happened on the 
day those gifts were supposedly ex-
changed between Monica Lewinsky and 
Betty Currie, about the telephone call. 
Again, I am not going into the details 
of that. I will leave that for my col-
leagues who took the depositions. They 
can tell you about it. The point is you 
could enumerate—and they will—new 
evidence. There is significant relevant 
new evidence from the Vernon Jordan 
deposition and from the Sidney 
Blumenthal deposition. So just on the 
record alone, just to put the deposi-
tions into the Record, there can be 
nothing complete about this trial if we 
don’t at least do that. At least do that. 

And so with that in mind, having said 
that and urging you to do that, I will 
yield to Mr. Manager BRYANT at this 
point in time. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager BRYANT. 

Mr. Manager BRYANT. Mr. Chief 
Justice, distinguished colleagues and 
Senators, I would encourage each of 
you to consider calling Monica 
Lewinsky as the one live witness in 
this proceeding. Ms. Lewinsky con-
tinues to be, in her own way, an im-
pressive witness. As I spoke to you ear-
lier, she does have a story to tell. After 
all, no one knows more about the ma-
jority of the allegations against the 
President other than, of course, the 
President himself. 

At her deposition, she appeared to be 
a different Monica Lewinsky than the 
Monica Lewinsky whom I had met a 
week earlier. Unlike before, she was 
not open to discussion or fully respon-
sive to fair inquiry. She didn’t volun-
teer her story. She didn’t tell her 
story. Rather, she was very guarded in 
each response and almost protective. 
Her words were carefully chosen and 
relatively few. At times, the concepts 
that she discussed had the familiar 
ring of another key witness to these 
proceedings, such as ‘‘it wasn’t a lie’’ 
or ‘‘wasn’t false,’’ it was ‘‘misleading 
or incomplete.’’ ‘‘Truth is what one be-
lieves it is and may be different for dif-
ferent people.’’ ‘‘Truth depends on the 
circumstances.’’ 

As we progressed through her deposi-
tion Monday, I felt more and more like 
one of the characters in the classic 
movie ‘‘Witness For The Prosecution.’’ 
I was Charles Laughton. Ms. Lewinsky 
was Marlene Dietrich. And the Presi-
dent was Tyrone Power. If you are fa-
miliar with this movie, you will under-
stand, and if you aren’t, you should see 
the movie. 

However, there was and there still re-
mains truth in her testimony. Some-
times, though, just like the President, 
and now Ms. Lewinsky, it is the literal 
truth only, the most restricted and 
stretched definition one could reach. 
And we all know that the law frowns 
upon manipulations such as this to 
avoid telling the complete truth. Her 
testimony is clearly tinted, some 
might even say tainted, by a mixture 
of her continued admiration for the 

President, her desire to protect him, 
and her own personal views of right 
and wrong. 

And she was well represented in the 
deposition by some of Washington’s 
finest defense attorneys who had thor-
oughly prepared her for all questions, 
as they should have, as well as being 
present throughout the deposition to 
assist her. In fact, the Senator in 
charge of this particular deposition had 
to warn these counsel not to coach and 
not to whisper to her while she was at-
tempting to answer the questions. 

If you have seen this deposition, you 
have witnessed an effective effort by a 
loyal supporter of the President to pro-
vide the very minimum of truth in 
order to be consistent with her own 
grand jury testimony, which is legally 
necessary for her to fulfill the terms of 
her immunity agreement. 

On the perjury article of impeach-
ment, she reaffirmed the specific facts 
which happened between her and the 
President on more than one occasion, 
including November 15, 1995, their first 
encounter, when the President’s con-
duct fit squarely within the four cor-
ners of the term ‘‘sexual relationship’’ 
as defined in the Jones lawsuit, and 
this is in opposition to the President’s 
own sworn testimony of denial. But 
this is one of the clearest examples of 
the President’s guilt of this charge of 
perjury. It is not about this twisted 
definition the President assigned to the 
term ‘‘sexual relations.’’ Rather, it is 
his word against her word as to wheth-
er this specific conduct occurred. Even 
under his own reading of this defini-
tion, he agrees that that specific con-
duct, if it occurred, would make him 
guilty of sexual relations within that 
definition. But he simply says I did not 
do that; she says you did do that—a 
‘‘he said/she said’’ case. 

But this is why it is important for 
you to be able to see Ms. Lewinsky in 
person. In the deposition you will ob-
serve her as having to affirm her prior 
testimony. She had to affirm her prior 
testimony because that was what was 
in the grand jury, and because of this, 
she could not back away at all on her 
testimony. She couldn’t bend it here or 
there, she couldn’t shade it in the 
President’s favor. So what you have is 
a person, who you may well conclude is 
still wanting to help the President, 
having to admit to testimony that 
would do damage to the President, a 
very difficult situation for her. But, 
yet, this same difficulty lends this por-
tion of her testimony great credibility. 

With respect to the other article of 
impeachment on obstruction of justice, 
her credibility is again bolstered by her 
reluctance to do legal harm to this 
President. In the end, though, she does 
admit that he called her early one 
morning in December of 1997—actually 
it was 2 o’clock in the morning—and 
told her that she was on the witness 
list. And he told her that she might be 
able to file an affidavit to avoid testi-
fying. And he told her that she could 
always use the story that she was 

bringing papers to him, or coming up 
to see Ms. Currie. 

Now, we know that she did not carry 
papers to him on these visits other 
than personal, private notes from her 
to him. And Ms. Lewinsky indicated in 
the deposition that she didn’t carry 
him official papers, although she did 
pass along this cover story —of car-
rying papers—to her attorney, Mr. Car-
ter. She testified also that she dis-
cussed the draft affidavit with Mr. Jor-
dan, changes were made, she offered 
the President the opportunity to re-
view it, he declined, and, according to 
Ms. Lewinsky, he never suggested any 
way that she could file a truthful affi-
davit, sufficient to skirt—avoid having 
to testify. This, in spite of his answer 
to this Senate where he told you that 
he might have had a way for her to file 
a truthful affidavit and still avoid tes-
tifying in the Jones case. 

Yes, you can parse the words and you 
can use legal gymnastics, but you can-
not get around the filing of a false affi-
davit in an effort to avoid appearing in 
the Jones case and possibly providing 
damaging testimony against the Presi-
dent. 

Ms. Lewinsky confirmed positively 
that Ms. Currie initiated a telephone 
call to her on December 28, 1997, stat-
ing words—and this is about the gifts— 
‘‘I understand you have something for 
me.’’ Then Ms. Currie drove over to Ms. 
Lewinsky’s home and picked up the 
box of gifts. 

Now, remember, this occurred on the 
heels of Ms. Lewinsky’s conversation 
with the President that very morning 
about what she might do with the gifts. 
Now, the only—the only explanation is 
that the President is directly involved, 
himself, in the obstruction of justice 
by telling Ms. Currie, who otherwise 
knew nothing about this earlier con-
versation, to retrieve these items from 
Ms. Lewinsky. Ms. Lewinsky said there 
was no doubt that Ms. Currie initiated 
the call to retrieve the gifts. 

Also recall that the President’s testi-
mony from his side was that this con-
versation occurred earlier in the day 
with Ms. Lewinsky but that he had told 
her she would have to turn over what-
ever gifts that she had. Now, with that 
advice from the President, it would be 
totally illogical for Ms. Lewinsky to 
have then called Ms. Currie that same 
day and ask her to come pick up and 
hold these gifts. By calling Ms. Currie, 
Ms. Lewinsky would have been going 
against the direct instruction of the 
President to surrender any and all 
gifts. The facts, the logic, and common 
sense tell us all that the President’s 
version is not true and that he ob-
structed justice here. 

Ms. Lewinsky also testified at the 
deposition about the job at Revlon and 
obtaining a job offer within 2 days of 
signing the affidavit. She also denied 
that she was a stalker, as the President 
had described her in a conversation 
with Mr. Blumenthal in January of 
1998. She also denied that she threat-
ened the President or attempted to 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1202 February 4, 1999 
threaten the President into having an 
affair. She denied that he rebuffed her 
on the occasion of their first encounter 
on November 15, 1995. Again, all false 
statements that the President made to 
Mr. Blumenthal about her, with knowl-
edge that Mr. Blumenthal would be tes-
tifying in a grand jury, thereby ob-
structing justice. 

Now, the former lawyers and judges 
among us are familiar with what is 
called the best evidence rule. Stated 
simply, the court always prefers the 
best available evidence to be used. In- 
person testimony is better than a video 
deposition, which itself is better than 
the written transcript of a deposition. 
When all three forms of testimony are 
available, as they are in this situation, 
the court will most often require the 
witness to testify in person over the 
video deposition or over the written 
transcript of the deposition. 

In closing, I know we all want to 
work within the Senate rules and we 
all want to ensure that these pro-
ceedings are concluded in a constitu-
tional fashion by the end of next week. 
It is with this in mind that we propose 
that Ms. Lewinsky be called as a live 
witness, the only person called to tes-
tify in person, and, further, that we use 
the two depositions, the video deposi-
tions of Mr. Jordan and Mr. 
Blumenthal, in lieu of their personal 
attendance. In the event the Senate 
does not call Ms. Lewinsky, we also 
ask that we be permitted to use all or 
portions of her deposition, just as we 
would the other two depositions. 

And finally, several Senators have 
sent out a letter to the President invit-
ing him to come here and to provide 
his testimony, if he so chooses. In the 
event he should accept, Ms. Lewinsky, 
likewise, should be afforded the same 
opportunity. They continue to be the 
two most important and essential wit-
nesses for you and the American people 
to hear in order to finally—finally—re-
solve this matter. 

Permit us all to return to our dis-
tricts, and you to your States, and tell 
our constituents that we considered 
the full and complete case, including 
live witnesses and, in your case, made 
your vote accordingly. 

At this time, I yield to my colleague 
from Arkansas, Mr. HUTCHINSON. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager HUTCHINSON. 

Mr. Manager HUTCHINSON. Thank 
you, Mr. Chief Justice. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate, 
in an effort to be helpful, I have asked 
the pages to distribute to you some ex-
hibits that I will be referring to as I 
consider the testimony that we are pre-
senting to you. 

There are two aspects to an impeach-
ment trial. There is the truth-seeking 
responsibility, which is the trial, in my 
judgment, and then there is the conclu-
sion, the judgment, the verdict, the 
conviction or the acquittal. If you look 
at those two phases of a trial, the lat-
ter is totally your responsibility. We 
leave that completely in your judg-
ment. 

But the first responsibility of the 
factfinding of the truth-seeking en-
deavor, I feel some responsibility in 
that regard. Hopefully, our presen-
tation is helpful in seeking the truth. I 
know, as Mr. BRYANT mentioned, that 
we all want to bring this matter to a 
conclusion. We want to see the end of 
this story. We want to have a final 
chapter in this national drama. I un-
derstand that and agree with that. But 
let’s not, because we are in a hurry to 
get to the judgment phase, let’s not let 
that detract, let’s not let that short-
change, nor diminish the importance of 
the presentation and consideration of 
the facts, and that is what I think is 
very important as we consider this mo-
tion that is before us. 

It is my responsibility to talk about 
Mr. Vernon Jordan—and the need for 
your consideration of his testimony— 
whom we recently deposed. I deposed 
Mr. Vernon Jordan, Jr., and I rec-
ommend that that be received in evi-
dence as part of the Senate record. 

I took this deposition under the able 
guidance of Senator THOMPSON and 
Senator DODD. The questioning took 
place over almost 3 hours with numer-
ous and extraneous objections on be-
half of the President’s lawyers, most of 
which were resolved. 

I believe that the testimony of Mr. 
Jordan goes to the key element in the 
obstruction of justice article, and even 
though it is just one element that we 
are dealing with, it is a very important 
element because it goes to the connec-
tion between the job search, the benefit 
provided to a witness, and the solicited 
false testimony from that witness. 

I believe the testimony of Mr. Jordan 
is dramatic in that it shows the control 
and direction of the President of the 
United States in the effort to obstruct 
justice. I believe the testimony of Mr. 
Jordan provides new evidence sup-
porting the charges of obstruction and 
verifying the credibility of Ms. 
Lewinsky. 

The testimony, in addition, is the 
most clear discussion of the facts re-
flecting Mr. Jordan’s actions in behalf 
of the President and the President’s di-
rection and control of the activities of 
Mr. Jordan, and therefore they support 
the allegations under the articles of 
impeachment. Let me make the case 
for you. 

If you have the President of the 
United States personally directing the 
effort to obtain a job for Ms. Lewinsky, 
which is a benefit to a witness, and si-
multaneously Ms. Lewinsky is under 
subpoena as a witness in the case, and 
thirdly, in addition, the President is 
suggesting means to that witness to 
avoid truthful testimony, as evidenced 
by the December 17 conversation and 
the suggestion of the affidavit, the con-
clusion is that you have a corrupt at-
tempt to impede the administration of 
justice and the seeking of truth and 
the facts in the civil rights case. 

Now, let me go to the testimony of 
Mr. Jordan. Has that been distributed 
now? Good. Let me give a caveat here, 

particularly to my colleagues, the 
counselors for the President, that this 
summary of the portions of the testi-
mony of Mr. Jordan are based upon my 
handwritten notes. So, please don’t 
blow it up in a chart if there is some 
discrepancy. I believe this is, in good 
faith, accurate, but I did not have a 
copy of the transcript. I was required 
to go to the Senate Chamber and actu-
ally take notes in order to prepare this. 

There are a number of areas that I 
think are relevant and new informa-
tion and are very important for your 
consideration. Let me just touch upon 
five areas. 

The first one is the job search and 
Mr. Jordan being an agent of the Presi-
dent. In the deposition, Mr. Jordan tes-
tified that: 

There is no question but that through 
Betty Currie I was acting on behalf of the 
President to get Ms. Lewinsky a job. 

He goes on to say: 
I interpreted [the request, referring from 

Betty Currie] it as a request from the Presi-
dent. 

Then he testified: 
There was no question that he asked me to 

help [referring to the President] and that he 
asked others to help. I think that is clear 
from everybody’s grand jury testimony. 

So the question is as to whether the 
information, the request, came from 
Betty Currie or whether it came di-
rectly from the President, there is no 
question but that Mr. Jordan was act-
ing at the request of the President of 
the United States and no one else. In 
fact, he goes on to say: 

The fact is I was running the job search, 
not Ms. Lewinsky, and therefore, the compa-
nies that she brought or listed were not of 
interest to me. I knew where I would need to 
call. 

This is very important. There has 
been a reference, ‘‘Well, he was simply 
getting a job referral, making a refer-
ral for routine employment interview 
by this person, Ms. Lewinsky.’’ But, in 
fact, it is clear that Mr. Jordan knew 
whom he wanted to contact. He was 
running the job search as he testified 
to. 

Then he testified: 
Question: You’re acting in behalf of the 

President when you are trying to get Ms. 
Lewinsky a job and you were in control of 
the job search? 

The answer is: 
Yes. 

So that is one area, and it is impor-
tant to establish that he was an agent 
for the President. 

Secondly, there was a witness list 
that came out December 5. The Presi-
dent knew about it, at the latest, on 
December 6, and yet he had two meet-
ings with Mr. Jordan, on December 7 
and December 11. In neither one of 
those meetings was it disclosed to Mr. 
Jordan that Monica Lewinsky was a 
witness. I am referring to the second 
page of the exhibits I have handed you 
in which Mr. Jordan testified to that 
effect: 

Question: And on either of these conversa-
tions that I’ve referenced, that you had with 
the President after the witness list came 
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out, your conversation on 12/7 and your con-
versation sometime after the 11th, did the 
President tell you that Ms. Monica Lewinsky 
was on the witness list in the Jones case? 

Answer: He did not. 
Question: Would you have expected the 

President to tell you if he had any reason to 
believe that Ms. Lewinsky would be called as 
a witness in the Paula Jones case? 

Answer: That would have been helpful. 
Question: So it would have been helpful 

and it was something you would have ex-
pected? 

Answer: Yes. 

Even though it would have been help-
ful, he would have expected the Presi-
dent to tell him the information, it was 
not disclosed to him. The materiality, 
the relevance, of that is that you have 
the President controlling a job search, 
knowing this is a witness in which we 
are trying to provide a benefit for, and 
yet the person he is directing to get 
the job for Ms. Lewinsky, he fails to 
tell Mr. Jordan the key fact that she 
is, in fact, a witness, an adverse wit-
ness in that case. I think that is an im-
portant area of his testimony. 

The third area, keeping the President 
informed—very clear testimony about 
the development of the job search, the 
Lewinsky affidavit that was being pre-
pared, and the fact that it was signed. 
On the third page I have provided to 
you, Mr. Jordan’s testimony: 

I was keeping him [the President] informed 
about what was going on and so I told him. 

He goes on further to say: 
He [referring to the President] was obvi-

ously interested in it. 

Then the question, I believe, was: 
What did you tell the President when the 

affidavit was signed? 

And his answer: 
Mr. President, she signed the affidavit, she 

signed the affidavit. 

So was there any connection between 
the job benefit that was provided and 
the affidavit that was signed in ref-
erence to her testimony? Clearly, it 
was something the President not only 
directed the job search, but he was 
clearly interested, obviously con-
cerned, receiving regular reports about 
the affidavit. 

Then the fourth area is the informa-
tion at the Park Hyatt that was devel-
oped. To lay the stage for this—and I 
will do this very briefly—if you look at 
page 4, you see the previous testimony 
of Mr. Jordan before the grand jury in 
March. At that time, the question was 
asked of him: 

Did you ever have breakfast or any meal, 
for that matter, with Monica Lewinsky at 
the Park Hyatt? 

His answer was: 
No. 

It was not equivocally, it was indubi-
tably no. 

And he was further asked, and he tes-
tified: 

I’ve never had breakfast with Monica 
Lewinsky. 

And then on page 5 he goes on, in the 
May 28 grand jury testimony: 

Did you at any time have any kind of a 
meal at the Park Hyatt with Monica 
Lewinsky? 

His answer was: 
No. 

So that sets the stage, because in Ms. 
Lewinsky’s testimony, as evidenced by 
page 6 of your exhibits, she testified in 
August, after the last time Mr. Jordan 
testified, very clearly about this meet-
ing on December 31 at the Park Hyatt 
with Mr. Jordan where they had break-
fast. And the discussion was about 
Linda Tripp. And then the discussion 
went to the notes from the President, 
and she said, ‘‘No, [it was] notes from 
me to the President.’’ And Mr. Jordan 
told her, according to her testimony, 
‘‘Go home and make sure they’re not 
there.’’ That is Ms. Lewinsky’s testi-
mony. 

It was important to ask Mr. Jordan 
about this. And I assumed that we, of 
course, would get simply a denial, 
sticking with the previous grand jury 
testimony, that unequivocally, no, 
that meeting never happened: we never 
had breakfast at the Hyatt. 

On page 7, you will notice that Ms. 
Lewinsky, in her testimony, specifi-
cally identified even what they had for 
breakfast. And so the investigation re-
quired us to go out and get the receipt 
at the Park Hyatt, which is page 8. And 
the receipt showed that there was a 
charge on December 31 by Mr. Jordan 
that included every item for breakfast, 
that corroborated the testimony of Ms. 
Lewinsky as to her memory; that is, 
the omelette they had for breakfast. 

And so it is tightening here. The evi-
dence is becoming more clear, un-
equivocally, that this meeting oc-
curred. And so we had to ask this of 
Mr. Jordan. And this is page 9. And, of 
course, I presented the Park Hyatt re-
ceipt, I presented the testimony of Ms. 
Lewinsky, and his testimony, which is 
page 9: 

It is clear, based on the evidence here, that 
I was at the Park Hyatt on Dec 31st. So I do 
not deny, despite my testimony before the 
grand jury, that on [December] 31 that I was 
there with Ms. Lewinsky, but I did testify 
before the Grand Jury that I did not remem-
ber having a breakfast with her on that date 
and that was the truth. 

But what amazed me was, as you go 
through the questions with him, all of 
a sudden he remembered the breakfast 
but all of a sudden he remembered the 
conversation in which he before said it 
never happened at all. And his testi-
mony was, when asked about the notes: 

I am certain that Ms. Lewinsky talked to 
me about [the] notes. 

And so I think there are a number of 
relevant points here. First of all, you 
reflect back on the testimony of Ms. 
Lewinsky in this same deposition in 
which she was asked the question, get-
ting Mr. Jordan’s approval was basi-
cally the same as getting the Presi-
dent’s approval? Her answer: Yes. 

And so that is how Ms. Lewinsky 
viewed this. And this is what was told 
to her at this meeting at the Park 
Hyatt. It goes to credibility, it goes to 
what happened, it goes to the obstruc-
tion of justice. It is extraordinarily rel-
evant. It is new information. It is what 

was developed because this Senate 
granted us the opportunity to take this 
further deposition of Mr. Jordan and 
the other witnesses. 

And there are other, you know—the 
fifth point is that the testimony goes 
to the interconnection between the job 
help and the testimony that was being 
solicited from Ms. Lewinsky. 

So why is the presentation nec-
essary? Some of you might even think, 
‘‘Well, thank you very much for that 
explanation you have given to us. Now 
we have all the facts. Let’s go on and 
vote.’’ Well, I do think there is some 
merit. First of all, this is not all. There 
is much more there. I just have a mo-
ment to develop a portion of Mr. Jor-
dan’s testimony that I believe is help-
ful, but, secondly, it tells a story that 
has never been told before. 

Now, I went and saw the videotape 
and I was underwhelmed by my ques-
tioning, because it is just not the same. 
I thought we had a dynamic exchange. 
But then I saw it on videotape and I am 
nowhere to be found. You get to look 
at Mr. Jordan, a distinguished gen-
tleman. But it is still helpful not with-
standing the difficulty of a video pres-
entation. I respectfully request this 
body to develop the facts fully, to hear 
the testimony of Mr. Jordan, to allow 
him to explain this that tells the story, 
start to finish, on this one aspect of ob-
struction of justice that is critical to 
your determination. And so I would 
ask your concurrence in the approval 
of the motion that has been offered to 
you, and at this time I yield to Man-
ager ROGAN. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager ROGAN. 

Mr. Manager ROGAN. Mr. Chief Jus-
tice, Members of the Senate, yesterday, 
along with Mr. Manager GRAHAM, I had 
the privilege of conducting the deposi-
tion of Sidney Blumenthal, assistant to 
the President. That deposition was pre-
sided over by the senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania and the junior Senator 
from North Carolina. And on behalf of 
the House managers, and I am also sure 
the White House counsel, we thank 
them for the able job that they did. 

This deposition must be played for 
Members of the U.S. Senate, and if one 
Senator has failed to personally sit 
through this deposition—and every 
deposition—that Senator is not 
equipped to render a verdict on the im-
peachment trial of the President of the 
United States. 

Now, I will address very briefly just a 
couple of the reasons why I believe Mr. 
Blumenthal’s deposition warrants 
being played before this body. But to 
do it, it needs to be put in perspective. 
Remember what the President of the 
United States testified to on the day he 
was sworn in as a witness before the 
grand jury. He said that in dealing 
with his aides, he knew there was a po-
tential that they could become wit-
nesses before the grand jury, and that 
is why he told them the truth. That is 
the President’s own word: the ‘‘truth.’’ 
Mr. Blumenthal’s deposition paints a 
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totally different picture and gives a 
terribly different interpretation of 
what the President was doing in pass-
ing along false stories to his aides. 

Now, we have been treated to a num-
ber of euphemisms by the distinguished 
White House counsel during their pres-
entation as to what the President was 
doing during his grand jury. They de-
scribed his testimony as ‘‘maddening.’’ 
They have described his testimony as 
‘‘misleading’’ and ‘‘unfortunate.’’ But 
the one thing they have never de-
scribed it as is a lie. 

Mr. Blumenthal gave a totally dif-
ferent take on that. Because he testi-
fied under oath that, upon reflection, 
he believes the President was not mad-
dening to him, the President lied to 
him. And he testified so for a very good 
reason. 

Remember, Sidney Blumenthal testi-
fied three times before the grand jury 
in 1998. He testified in February and 
twice in June. But that testimony was 
in a vacuum because each time he tes-
tified before the grand jury we were 
still in a national state of, at least pre-
sumptively, believing that the Presi-
dent had told the truth. The President 
had made an emphatic denial as to the 
Monica Lewinsky story. There was no 
physical evidence presented to the FBI 
lab at the time Mr. Blumenthal testi-
fied. And Monica Lewinsky was not co-
operating with the grand jury. So we 
know that certain questions were not 
asked of him during his grand jury tes-
timony because of the status of the 
facts as we thought they were. But Mr. 
Blumenthal shed some incredible new 
light on the testimony that we re-
ceived yesterday from him. 

He said, first of all: After I was sub-
poenaed, but before I testified before 
the grand jury, once in February and 
twice in June—with the President 
knowing he was about to become a wit-
ness before the grand jury, a criminal 
grand jury investigation—the Presi-
dent never came to him and said, ‘‘Mr. 
Blumenthal, before you go and provide 
information in a criminal grand jury 
investigation, I need to recant the false 
stories I told you about my relation-
ship with Monica Lewinsky.’’ 

And he testified about those false 
stories. He corroborated his own testi-
mony from earlier proceedings. You 
will recall from the record that the day 
the Monica Lewinsky story broke in 
the national press Mr. Blumenthal was 
called to the Oval Office by the Presi-
dent. The door was closed. They were 
alone. And this is what the President 
told Sidney Blumenthal about the rev-
elations that were breaking that day 
on the national press wire: 

He said, ‘‘Monica Lewinsky came at me 
and made a sexual demand on me.’’ 

The President said he rebuffed her. 
He said: 

I’ve gone down that road before, I’ve 
caused pain for a lot of people and I’m not 
going to do that again. 

The President said Monica Lewinsky 
threatened him: 

She said that she would tell people they’d 
had an affair, that she was known as the 

stalker among her [colleagues], and that she 
hated it and if she had an affair or said she 
had an affair then she wouldn’t be the stalk-
er any more. 

And the testimony goes on. You are 
all familiar with it at this point. 

The President of the United States 
allowed his aide to appear three times 
before a Federal grand jury conducting 
a criminal investigation, and never 
once did the President of the United 
States inform that aide before pro-
viding that information to the inves-
tigatory body—never once—asked or 
told the aide that that was false infor-
mation. Mr. Blumenthal’s testimony 
demonstrates that the President of the 
United States used a White House aide 
as a conduit for false information be-
fore the grand jury in a criminal inves-
tigation. 

I just want to make one other brief 
point before I close this presentation 
because I think it needs to be said. I 
am in no position to lecture any of the 
distinguished Members of this body on 
what the founders intended in drafting 
the Constitution. I believe all of us in 
this room have an abiding respect for 
that. But there are a couple of points 
that need to be made. I believe there is 
a reason the founders drafted a docu-
ment that allows us the opportunity in 
every trial proceeding in America to 
confront and cross-examine live wit-
nesses. It is because that gives the 
trier of fact the opportunity to gauge 
the credibility and the demeanor of the 
witnesses. We have discussed that at 
length during these proceedings. 

But one thing we haven’t discussed 
and one thing that I think is impor-
tant—not from the House managers’ 
perspective, but from the perspective 
of history and the history that will be 
written on the ultimate verdict in this 
case—and that is the idea of open 
trials. There is a reason why the found-
ers looked askance on the concept of 
secret trials and closed trials. There is 
a reason why in every courtroom 
across the land trials are open. They 
are open. It is an open process. The 
light of truth is allowed to be shown on 
the courtroom and from the courtroom 
because we don’t trust the credibility 
of a verdict if it is done in secret. What 
would be the verdict on this proceeding 
if the judgment of this body is based 
upon testimony and witnesses, on vid-
eotapes, locked in a room somewhere, 
available only to the triers of fact 
without the public being privy to what 
was made available? 

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate, 
I would urge you, not for the sake of 
the managers and not for the sake of 
the presentation of the case, but for 
the sake of this body and for the ver-
dict of history that will be written, to 
please allow this to be a public trial in 
the real sense. If the witnesses will not 
be brought here live before the Senate, 
please allow the doors of the Senate to 
be open so that the testimony upon 
which each of you must base your ver-
dict will be made available not only to 
all 100 Senators, but will be made 

available to those who will make the 
ultimate judgment as to the appro-
priateness of the verdict, the American 
people. 

Mr. Chief Justice, I yield to Mr. Man-
ager GRAHAM. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager GRAHAM. 

Mr. Manager GRAHAM. Mr. Chief 
Justice, how much time? 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Your col-
leagues have consumed 37 minutes. 

Mr. Manager GRAHAM. Ladies and 
gentlemen of the Senate, not a whole 
lot to add, but I would like to recognize 
this thought: That we have learned a 
great deal in these depositions. Thank 
you for letting us have them. We didn’t 
get everything we wanted—and I think 
that is a fair statement—but who does 
in life? But we do appreciate you giving 
us the opportunity to explore the testi-
mony of these witnesses because I 
think it would be helpful in setting the 
historical record straight. 

Mr. Blumenthal, to his credit, said 
the President of the United States lied 
to him. The President of the United 
States did lie to him. The President of 
the United States, in his grand jury 
testimony, denied ever lying to me. 
That should be historically significant 
and should be legally significant. Mr. 
Blumenthal, to his credit, said the 
President of the United States tried to 
paint himself as a victim to Ms. 
Lewinsky. That would be legally and 
historically relevant and it will mean a 
lot in our arguments and it will be 
something you should consider. 

This has been a good exercise. Thank 
you very much for letting us depose 
these witnesses. 

I was not at the other two deposi-
tions, but I was at Mr. Blumenthal’s 
deposition, and I can assure you we 
know more now about what the truth 
is than before we started this process. 
I hope at the end of the day it is our 
desire to get to the truth that guides 
us all. We are asking for one live wit-
ness, Ms. Lewinsky. 

Let me tell you, I know how difficult 
it is to want this to go on given where 
everybody is at in the country. Trust 
me, I want this to end as much as you 
do. However, there is a signal we will 
send if we don’t watch it. We will make 
the independent counsel report the im-
peachment trial, and I am not so sure 
that is what the statute was written 
for. 

The key difference between the 
House and the Senate is that the White 
House never disputed the facts over in 
the House. They never disputed the 
facts. They called 15 witnesses to talk 
about process and about the interpreta-
tions that you would want to put on 
those facts. In their motion to the Sen-
ate, everything is in dispute. It is a to-
tally different ball game here. That is 
why we need witnesses, ladies and gen-
tlemen, to clarify who said what, who 
is being honest, who is not, and what 
really did happen in this sordid tale. 

Ms. Lewinsky comes before us be-
cause the allegations arise that the 
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President of the United States, with an 
intern, had an inappropriate workplace 
sexual relationship that was discovered 
in a lawsuit where he was a defendant. 
This was not us or anyone else trying 
to look into the President’s private life 
for political reasons or any other rea-
son. It was a defendant in a lawsuit 
asking to look at the behavior of that 
defendant in the workplace, something 
that goes on every day in courtrooms 
throughout the country. 

And is it uncomfortable? Yes, it is 
uncomfortable. If you have ever tried a 
sexual harassment case, an assault 
case, or a rape case, it is very much un-
comfortable to have to listen to these 
things. But the reason that people are 
asked to do what you are asked to do 
by the House managers is that the 
folks that are involved represented 
themselves much better than lawyers 
talking about what happened. And if 
you find it uncomfortable listening to 
Ms. Lewinsky, think how juries feel, 
think how the victims feel, think how 
somebody like Ms. Jones must feel not 
to be able to tell the story of the per-
son they are suing. 

That is a signal that is going to be 
sent here that will be a devastating 
and bad signal. If we can’t stomach it, 
if we can’t stomach listening to inap-
propriate sexual conduct, why do we 
put that burden on anyone else? 

Give us this witness. We will do it in 
a professional manner. We will focus on 
the obstruction. We will try to do it in 
a way not to demean the Senate. We 
will try to do it in a way not to demean 
Ms. Lewinsky. We will try to do it in a 
way to get to the truth. Please give us 
a chance to present our case in a per-
suasive fashion, because unlike the 
House, everything is in dispute here. 

Thank you very much. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The House 
managers reserve the balance of their 
time. 

The Chair recognizes Counsel CRAIG. 
Mr. Counsel CRAIG. Mr. Chief Jus-

tice, ladies and gentlemen of the Sen-
ate, I have divided my presentation 
into three parts that fortunately cor-
respond to the three parts of the mo-
tion that is before you today. 

I would like, first, to argue against 
admitting videotape evidence into the 
record of this trial. Secondly, I would 
like to argue against calling live wit-
nesses to this trial. And thirdly, I 
would like to argue against the pro-
posed presentation of videotape and 
deposition testimony for Saturday. 

I sound rather negative. I don’t mean 
to be negative. But we don’t find much 
to recommend the three proposals that 
the House managers have brought be-
fore you today. 

Let me begin by saying that we sup-
port the idea of admitting written 
transcripts of deposition testimony of 
these three witnesses into the record of 
this trial. But we believe that it would 
be a terrible mistake and wholly redun-
dant to put the videotape testimony 
into that record as well, particularly if 

that means releasing any of this 
videotaped material to the public. 

We can only call the Senate’s atten-
tion to section 206 of Senate Resolution 
30, which instructs the Secretary of the 
Senate ‘‘to maintain the videotaped 
and transcribed records of the deposi-
tion as confidential proceedings of the 
Senate.’’ That was the intention of the 
Senate when you first passed Resolu-
tion 30. If this decision as proposed 
today will result in overruling that 
rule, if there is any risk or danger of a 
wholesale, unconditional, and unlim-
ited release of these videotapes for the 
public through the national media, just 
as was done by the House of Represent-
atives when it released all the Starr 
materials, we think it is a bad idea. 

In retrospect, most people believe 
that it was a mistake for the House to 
release those materials—and those ma-
terials included videotaped grand jury 
testimony—and we believe it would be 
a mistake for the Senate, at the re-
quest of the House managers, to do the 
same thing with these videotaped ma-
terials now. To release these video-
tapes generally to the public—which 
will happen if they are put into the 
record—inevitably will surely cause 
consternation among those members of 
the public, particularly parents who do 
not choose to spend one more moment, 
much less hours and even days, think-
ing about the President’s relationship 
with Monica Lewinsky and explaining 
it again to the children. Placing these 
videotapes in the formal record of this 
trial will be one step closer to releasing 
the tapes to the public for immediate 
broadcast. And if that release occurs, it 
will produce an avalanche of unwel-
come deposition testimony into the 
public domain. 

The videotaped testimony of Ms. 
Lewinsky, Mr. Jordan, and Mr. 
Blumenthal will be forced, hour after 
hour, unbidden and uninvited, into the 
living rooms and family rooms of the 
Nation. Make no mistake about what 
would happen; we have seen it before. 
We can expect to see the networks play 
these tapes, wall-to-wall, nonstop, and 
without interruption, over the air-
waves. This would be a repeat of what 
happened when the case first came to 
the House of Representatives. For the 
Senate to decide to include the video-
tapes of this deposition testimony, as 
opposed to the written transcripts in 
the formal record of this trial, would 
have the same effect and could result 
in this kind of release. The picture, 
voices, and words on these tapes would 
flow directly and irreversibly into the 
life of the Nation. In addition, these 
videotapes will, no doubt, be edited and 
excerpted and cut and spliced, and the 
materials will not only be overused, 
they will also be inevitably abused. 

To take advantage of these wit-
nesses, I submit to you, in this way is 
wrong—whether in the context of the 
grand jury proceeding where confiden-
tiality is promised, or whether testi-
fying under subpoena in an impeach-
ment trial in the Senate. It is unfair to 

the witnesses, unfair to the public, un-
fair to the Senate and, we submit, un-
fair to the President as well. 

We do not object to release of the 
written transcripts of this testimony; 
we support that release. And we believe 
that that satisfies any reasonable re-
quirement of public access to the infor-
mation. The public’s right to know and 
understand what is happening in this 
impeachment trial would be respected. 
But we should learn a lesson from 
America’s experience in the House of 
Representatives: More is not always 
better. 

It is not wise or right for the House 
or the Senate to perform the function 
of a mere conveyor belt simply and 
automatically transmitting unfiltered 
evidence into the public domain. It is 
not wise or right to suspend judgment 
and turn over for public viewing the 
videotaped testimony of private wit-
nesses who are forced to appear and 
testify under compulsion. It is simply 
wrong to release videotapes of such tes-
timony for cable news networks or for 
friends or foes to use as they want. 
This, I submit, is profoundly unfair to 
the witnesses. 

One can only ask, who really benefits 
from this kind of practice? Is it really 
in the public interest for the Senate to 
issue and serve a subpoena on private 
individuals like Monica Lewinsky, or 
Vernon Jordan, to summon these citi-
zens before the Senate to compel their 
testimony before video cameras and 
then to take that videotaped testi-
mony, without any consideration or 
thought about the legitimate personal 
concerns or interests of those wit-
nesses, and release those videotapes of 
that testimony for the national media? 
Is it really in Ms. Lewinsky’s interest 
to do this, or in the interest of her fam-
ily or her future? Is it fair to Mr. Jor-
dan or to his family to subject him to 
this kind of treatment? Is it really in 
the Senate’s interest? Is it in the inter-
est of the Constitution, or the Presi-
dency, or of the American people to 
have a videotape of Monica Lewinsky 
readily available for all the world to 
see and to hear? 

What about those individuals who 
are, in fact, truly innocent but who 
will surely suffer if these videotapes 
are released to the public for perma-
nent residence in the public domain? 
What about the members of the Presi-
dent’s immediate family? How can the 
Senate contemplate releasing Ms. 
Lewinsky’s videotaped testimony, dis-
cussing her relationship with the Presi-
dent, without giving at least some 
thought to the impact that this might 
have on the members of that family? 
You can be sure that the release of this 
testimony and of this videotape will 
only add to their agony, embarrass-
ment, and humiliation. 

I only hope that those who purport to 
be concerned about the moral damage 
that can be attributed to the Presi-
dent’s conduct and example are equally 
mindful of the hurt that will be in-
flicted on innocent people by the mere 
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broadcasting of these videotapes and of 
their existence in perpetuity in the 
public record and the public domain. 

We think it is perfectly appropriate 
and, no doubt, helpful to many Sen-
ators and staffers to be able to watch 
the deposition testimony of these three 
witnesses on videotape as part of the 
Senate’s trial proceeding, but that 
function has now been satisfied. There 
is no need for these tapes to be broad-
cast to the public. And the public 
knows better than anyone. It is for 
that precise reason that one suspects 
that three-quarters of those polled, ac-
cording to a survey reported in yester-
day’s New York Times, oppose releas-
ing the videotaped testimony of Ms. 
Lewinsky and Mr. Jordan and Mr. 
Blumenthal to the public. 

I urge you to not vote to place these 
materials into the record of this trial 
without giving careful consideration to 
these interests and to these concerns. 
These are not just the interests and 
concerns of the President and the 
members of his family. They are not 
just the interests and concerns of these 
three witnesses and the members of 
their families. I think they are also the 
interests and concerns of the American 
people as well. 

The bottom line, ladies and gentle-
men of the Senate, is simple: You do 
not need these videotapes released to 
do your constitutional duty, and the 
people we all work for do not want 
these videotapes released to them. 
Please draw the line. 

As for the issue of witnesses, we be-
lieve that there is no useful purpose 
served by calling live witnesses to tes-
tify before the Senate in this trial. 
Live witnesses will not advance the 
factual record. We have known the 
facts for many months. Nor will live 
witnesses give us new insight into the 
witnesses themselves. Sidney 
Blumenthal’s fourth appearance, 
Vernon Jordan’s seventh appearance, 
and Monica Lewinsky’s twenty-third 
appearance told us really very little 
that was new. I take issue with the 
presentation of the managers. Why 
should we expect Mr. Blumenthal’s 
fifth appearance, Mr. Jordan’s eighth 
appearance, and Ms. Lewinsky’s twen-
ty-fourth appearance to add anything 
more? Live witnesses will simply not 
serve the interests of fairness. They 
will not serve the interests of the 
American people, and they will not 
serve the interests of the Senate. In 
fact, live testimony from these three 
individuals—or from Ms. Lewinsky 
alone—will be worse than an exercise 
in redundancy and will be an exercise 
in excess. It will only postpone the end 
of the trial that nobody wants anymore 
and that no one wants to prolong any 
longer. There is every reason, finally 
and at long last, to bring the trial to a 
close. And calling live witnesses, I sub-
mit, will not be quick, and it will not 
be easy. It will prevent the Senate 
from keeping its pledge to bring this 
trial to a conclusion by February 12. 

Because live witnesses are unneces-
sary for the resolution of this matter, 

perhaps the most important question 
for the Senate to consider and resolve 
itself is whether calling live witnesses 
might, in fact, tarnish the Senate as an 
institution. This is a question that 
only you can resolve, the Members of 
the Senate. And you certainly need not 
take instructions from me or from any 
of us at this table on that subject. But 
the question is worth asking: Will the 
public’s respect for the Senate and for 
the Members of this body be enhanced 
by calling live witnesses? Does the Sen-
ate really feel a need or an obligation 
or some requirement to bring Ms. 
Lewinsky to sit here and testify in the 
well of this historic Chamber? 

The managers first argued that live 
witnesses were necessary to resolve 
conflicts of testimony, that the only 
way to reconcile disparities and dif-
ferences in testimony was to bring in 
live witnesses. Today we know that is 
not true. You gave the managers an op-
portunity to resolve those conflicts and 
find new facts. But most of the critical 
conflicts that existed a week ago still 
exist today. 

Calling Monica Lewinsky to testify a 
24th time is not likely to resolve those 
conflicts. Then we were told that we 
must look into the eyes of the wit-
nesses and observe their demeanor to 
make a judgment as to credibility. But 
you now have the opportunity to ob-
serve almost every major witness as he 
or she testifies. Precious little is left to 
the imagination or to guess or to ques-
tion the credibility, and you certainly 
have a better chance of observing de-
meanor through the videotape than 
you do with a witness here on the floor 
of the Senate. 

We are now given a third reason why 
live witnesses are absolutely necessary 
to this trial to go forward; that is to 
‘‘validate’’ the testimony of these wit-
nesses. 

According to Mr. Manager HYDE, the 
depositions have been successful, but 
‘‘what we need now is to validate the 
record that already exists under oath 
about obstruction of justice and per-
jury.’’ 

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate, 
we on this side of the House have never 
challenged that record. We have always 
agreed that the witnesses said what the 
record says they said, and that record 
needs no further validation through 
the live testimony of individual wit-
nesses. 

Those of us who have made a career 
of being lawyers and trying cases prob-
ably understand better than anyone 
else why the House managers are so ad-
amant in their desire to call live wit-
nesses. It keeps the door open if only 
for a few more days. As Mr. Kendall ob-
served last week, like Mr. Micawber in 
David Copperfield, they hope against 
hope that something may turn up. 

As an abstract proposition, the im-
portance of live witnesses cannot be 
disputed. They are important to pros-
ecutors who are trying to make a case. 
They are important to defense lawyers 
who are trying to defend a case. Trial 

lawyers know better than anyone that 
live witnesses can make all the dif-
ference in a trial. There is just no dis-
puting that point. 

But that abstract question is not the 
real live question that the Senate has 
before it today. The issue before the 
Senate today is different. It is more 
specifically whether these three wit-
nesses, each one of whom has testified 
on multiple occasions under oath be-
fore the Federal grand jury, or have 
been interviewed on multiple occasions 
by lawyers and law enforcement offi-
cers, would have anything whatsoever 
to add to this trial if they were to ap-
pear before you in person. The answer 
to that question is clearly no. 

The answer is no—not because Ms. 
Lewinsky has already been interviewed 
so many times and has testified so 
many times, not because she was just 
interviewed a few weekends ago, and 
not because she appeared and answered 
the House managers’ questions under 
oath for many hours just 4 days ago. 
The answer is no because if you watch 
the videotape of her testimony, and if 
you look at the videotape of the testi-
mony of Mr. Jordan and Mr. 
Blumenthal, you realize and you know 
deep in your bones that calling these 
witnesses to testify personally before 
you in the Senate in detail would sim-
ply be a massive waste of this Senate’s 
time. 

You already know the facts. You 
have already read what they have had 
to say on many different occasions. 
And you have already seen and read 
their most recent testimony under 
oath. It simply can no longer be 
credibly argued that you need testi-
mony from these witnesses to ‘‘flesh’’ 
out the factual record or to resolve 
conflicts or to fill in the evidentiary 
gaps or to look the witnesses in the eye 
and assess their credibility. All that 
has been done many times before by 
many lawyers before and by many law 
enforcement officers many months ago. 
And then it was done just recently 
again by House managers as they took 
their deposition testimony last week. 

The Senate has given the managers 
every opportunity to persuade the Sen-
ate and the Nation to see this case the 
same way they see it. And the man-
agers have run a vigorous and ener-
getic campaign aimed at capturing the 
Senate and changing American public 
opinion. How many times do you know 
of where the prosecutors base their 
case on a multimillion-dollar criminal 
investigation involving multiple inter-
rogations of witnesses, producing 60,000 
pages of documents, generating 19 
boxes of evidence, when the prosecu-
tors are allowed to go back to those 
witnesses again and again and again in 
an effort to maybe—somehow maybe— 
in some way to make their case, cov-
ering the same territory, presenting 
the same evidence, hour after hour? In 
fact, in our view, the Senate has in-
dulged the managers. And despite the 
misgivings of many Senators, the Sen-
ate has leaned over backwards to ac-
commodate the managers. 
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We believe it is time for the Senate 

to say it is time to vote. Given the 
state of the record compiled by the Of-
fice of Independent Counsel, given the 
discovery that has already been given 
to the managers, the evidence is as it 
is, and it is not likely to change in any 
significant way. The moment of truth 
can no longer be avoided, and the Sen-
ate should move to make the decision. 

President Clinton is not guilty of 
having committed high crimes and 
misdemeanors. He should not be re-
moved from office. The Senate must 
act now to end this impeachment trial 
finally and for all time. 

Finally, as to the proposed pro-
ceedings for Saturday, Senate Resolu-
tion 30 gives the House managers and 
White House counsel an opportunity to 
‘‘make a presentation’’ to the Senate 
employing all or portions of the video-
tape of the deposition testimony. And 
the final portion of the motion involves 
a request that the parties be permitted 
to present before the Senate for a pe-
riod of time not to exceed a total of 6 
hours equally divided all or portions of 
the parts of the videotapes of the oral 
depositions of Ms. Lewinsky, Mr. Jor-
dan, and Sidney Blumenthal that have 
been admitted into evidence. 

We are convinced that such a presen-
tation would provide no new informa-
tion to the Senate and would only 
serve to delay this trial and further 
burden the service of the Senate. 

We also believe that there is a poten-
tial for unfairness that lurks in the 
process of excerpting and presenting 
portions of individual videotape testi-
mony out of context. We remain com-
mitted to the notion that to be fair to 
all sides, the videotapes, if they are 
used, must be shown in their entirety 
or shown not at all. And, above all, we 
do not believe these videotapes should 
be released to the public in any form 
which would of course occur if they 
were used as part of the presentation 
on Saturday. 

Senators have themselves been re-
viewing the videotaped deposition tes-
timony of the witnesses at great length 
and in great detail over the past 4 days. 
It appears to us that the Senate has 
been very conscientious in carrying out 
this assignment. And within a matter 
of days, Senators will listen to final ar-
guments from each side. 

Is there really a need for an inter-
mediate stage involving the playing of 
videotape testimony of the very same 
evidence? After conscientiously review-
ing the videotape testimony and read-
ing the transcripts of that testimony, 
should Senators now be required to sit 
and watch and listen to more of the 
same? Such an exercise would only be 
cumulative and causes us to ask what 
the point would be. We just do not 
think that additional presentations of 
the same evidence that Senators have 
been reviewing over the past few days 
will be that helpful to the process. 

Presumably, the House managers 
seek to present a collection of 
snippets—the greatest hits from the 

deposition testimony of Ms. Lewinsky, 
Mr. Jordan, and Mr. Blumenthal. This 
would be unfortunate because it would 
require a full response from the White 
House—presumably our own collection 
of snippets aimed at putting the man-
agers’ excerpts into some kind of con-
text. This would be a dual of snippets 
and excerpts, and presumably each side 
in the course of the presentation would 
conduct a guided tour for the Senate 
through that evidence, although I must 
say that the language of the motion 
leaves that open to some doubt. 

The language of the motion provides 
no opportunity for argument, no oppor-
tunity for explanation, and simply 
talks about playing a total of 6 hours 
equally divided, all or portions of the 
parts of the videotapes. 

Is this the kind of way that your 
time is best used in this enterprise? We 
fully understand the House managers’ 
desire—and even share it—to highlight 
and explain the importance of certain 
testimony that came out of the deposi-
tions over the past few days. But in 
truth, there are no bombshells in that 
testimony. There is no dynamite. 
There are no explosions. We believe 
that highlighting, explaining, and call-
ing attention to those parts of that tes-
timony that are important can be done 
with the transcripts, and the tran-
scripts more than satisfy the require-
ment that we see, or the need to con-
duct that function, carry out that func-
tion. That is what ordinary lawyers do 
when they are trying cases or arguing 
in front of a jury. 

To the extent that the managers 
wish to call attention to various as-
pects of the testimony, we think they 
will have ample time to do so in the 
course of their final argument. Tradi-
tionally, that is the time to do that, 
during closing arguments, the time for 
advocates in a trial to marshal their 
evidence, to summarize and comment 
on that evidence; and to allow the 
managers to go through the deposition 
testimony first would be tantamount 
to giving the managers two closing ar-
guments. 

In summary, Mr. Chief Justice, I 
have a point of parliamentary inquiry I 
would direct to the Chair having to do 
with the first paragraph, the first sec-
tion of the proposed motion submitted 
by the House managers. Is there any 
way that the Senate can deal first with 
the question, the first question being 
bifurcated? Is there any way the Sen-
ate can bifurcate this first question 
and a separate vote be taken first on 
including the transcripts of the deposi-
tion testimony in the record of the 
trial and, second, whether the video-
tapes should also be included in the 
record? 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. A preemptive 
motion to that effect could be made by 
any Senator. 

Mr. Counsel CRAIG. Thank you. 
RECESS 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The majority 
leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I ask 
unanimous consent that we take a 15- 

minute recess. I think we can address 
that question during this recess. 

There being no objection, at 2:22 p.m. 
the Senate recessed until 2:44 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Chief Jus-
tice. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes the majority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-
lieve that there is time remaining for 
arguments by the White House counsel, 
and then at their conclusion, by the 
House managers. After that, I will 
make an attempt to explain to the Sen-
ate exactly what is in the motions, be-
cause there seems to be some degree of 
question about that. Then we will be 
prepared to have a series of votes at 
that time. I still believe we should be 
able to start that around 4 o’clock. I 
yield the floor. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Craig. 

Mr. Counsel CRAIG. Mr. Chief Jus-
tice, we have completed our presen-
tation. Thank you. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The House 
managers have 19 minutes remaining. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Manager 
BRYANT. 

Mr. Manager BRYANT. Mr. Chief 
Justice, I will respond briefly, to be fol-
lowed by Mr. Manager MCCOLLUM, who 
will be followed by Mr. Manager 
HUTCHINSON. 

Let me first talk quickly about Mr. 
Craig’s argument about disagreeing on 
the admission of the video depositions. 
He cited the House proceedings, and we 
want to be clear as to our belief of our 
position in the House in this process, 
as the accusatory branch of the Gov-
ernment in this process, and I think 
that is the case because we vote by a 
majority vote, we chose to bring for-
ward the case that we felt established 
the allegations of impeachment. 

There was no conflict of evidence 
brought forward from those House pro-
ceedings. This evidence was not chal-
lenged until we came to this body, the 
appropriate body, for resolving the evi-
dence and trying the case, as you will. 
That is evidenced by the constitutional 
requirement that you must vote con-
viction based on two-thirds of your 
body. But the actual conflict was not 
presented until we arrived here in the 
Senate. By allowing us to have this 
procedure of taking depositions, we 
have focused more clearly on resolving 
those particular conflicts. 

I might add also in response to Mr. 
Craig’s statement that the Starr Re-
port was released out to the public and, 
as a result of that, there may be danger 
here in releasing these video deposi-
tions. But let me tell you about the 
House vote on the Starr Report. Sev-
enty percent of the Democrats sup-
ported the release of those documents; 
100 percent of the Democratic leader-
ship in the House supported the release 
of those documents. So it was not just 
one party over the other party that 
threw these out to the public. It was a 
decision that was a bipartisan decision 
on the part of the House. 
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I might add, that is not our interest 

in doing this with video depositions. 
We are open to your process, but we 
must conclude by those who would 
argue that perhaps you should open 
your debate to the public, we don’t see 
the consistency in trying to take a 
very important part of the evidence in 
this case and not opening that to the 
public. So we are at your wishes. It is 
our desire to make the presentation 
using all or portions of these video 
depositions and to use those as fully as 
we would any other evidence. 

With that said, I ask Mr. Manager 
MCCOLLUM to follow me. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Manager MCCOLLUM. 

Mr. Manager MCCOLLUM. Thank you 
very much, Mr. Chief Justice. 

If you listen to the White House 
counsel, the simple fact is, they don’t 
want a public display in any form of 
any testimony here in front of the Sen-
ate. They don’t want the public to have 
an opportunity to have a public trial. 

Now, maybe an impeachment trial is 
not exactly the same as any other 
trial, but in the history of the Senate, 
it has been a basically open process, ex-
cept for the voting. It has been an op-
portunity for witnesses to come before 
you. It has been an opportunity for 
people to be heard. It has been an op-
portunity for the public to hear the 
people who want to speak. 

White House counsel didn’t just say, 
‘‘We don’t want live witnesses here.’’ 
They said, ‘‘We don’t want you to be 
able to admit even into evidence the 
videotape that might become public, 
and we don’t want you to be able to 
show any portion, or all even, of the 
videotapes of the depositions that have 
been taken.’’ 

If a Republican had gotten up and 
said that, we would have probably got-
ten hung on some political petard for 
that. The reality is, the public has a 
business here. This is a trial. I suggest 
and submit to you, we need—you 
need—the opportunity to hear these 
witnesses one way or the other—pref-
erably Monica Lewinsky live. We need 
to bring closure in this matter. 

How can the public come to closure? 
How can those who feel so emotionally, 
as we know they do, around the coun-
try come to closure on this—which we 
need for them to do as much as you 
need to resolve and we need to have 
you resolve the questions before you— 
how can they come to closure? How can 
we all come to closure without an op-
portunity for the public to participate, 
in one way or another, in seeing the 
credibility, judging the witnesses, 
judging the truth of this? 

Let me remind you, there is nothing 
in these depositions that contains any 
salacious material, so it has been con-
strained very delicately—nothing at all 
that would be offensive to anybody. 

In addition, think about this for a 
minute. When it comes to calling 
Monica Lewinsky live, when it comes 
to letting the deposition be presented, 
if you believe that the President did 

not break the law—not talking about 
whether he should be removed from of-
fice—if you believe he did not break 
the law, that he did not commit the 
crimes of perjury and obstruction of 
justice, that means you must have con-
cluded that Monica Lewinsky was not 
telling the truth when she said about 
the false affidavit, ‘‘I knew what he 
meant,’’ when she said about the con-
cealment of the gifts, ‘‘Betty called 
me,’’ when she said about the nature of 
their relationship, ‘‘It began the night 
we met,’’ and many other things. 

You, I would submit, my colleagues 
in the Senate, have a moral obligation 
to allow Monica Lewinsky to come 
here and be judged on her credibility, 
not just by you but by the public, by 
all of us, as a live witness. And cer-
tainly, barring that, you have an obli-
gation to have the credibility on the 
issues of guilt or innocence of these 
crimes be judged by everybody, at the 
very least, by the presentation of these 
videos in a public, open format here in 
the Senate before everybody. And I 
think it is a powerful question you 
have to resolve. 

And I would submit one last point. 
For those of you who do believe the 
President is guilty of these crimes, you 
have an obligation to let the showing 
of these depositions, or the presen-
tation preferably of Monica Lewinsky 
live, so those who maybe don’t think 
the same way you do have an oppor-
tunity for that credibility to be judged. 
Only if the witnesses are present can 
they be judged that way. 

The most remarkable thing about the 
White House presentation may have 
been, just a moment ago, the admission 
that normally in trials this is exactly 
what happens. And I present to you the 
suggestion, this is exactly what should 
happen here today. 

I yield to Manager HUTCHINSON. 
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-

ognizes Manager HUTCHINSON. 
Mr. Manager HUTCHINSON. Thank 

you, Mr. Chief Justice. 
Very briefly, I was asked to respond 

to the last argument by counsel for the 
President in regard to their objections 
on the evidentiary presentation of 6 
hours under the motion, which would 
be, I believe, on Saturday. After 6 days 
of opening statements in this trial, and 
after 2 days of questions and answers, 
and then we had, I believe, 2 days of 
motion arguments, you have heard 
from all the lawyers more than you 
ever wanted to hear. And I don’t think 
that it is too much to ask for 6 hours 
of discussion of the evidentiary record 
that was developed from the deposition 
testimony. I think that is reasonable. 

It’s been argued that, well, you know, 
it is going to be snippets, it is going to 
be a battle of snippets. 

If this motion is passed, it will be in-
troduced into evidence, and each side 
will have an opportunity to discuss 
that evidence, to contrast it with other 
individuals’ testimony, and to present 
it in a fashion that is most understand-
able. It is equally divided; therefore, 

both sides can present their case. That 
is how it is traditionally done. There is 
nothing unusual about that. And cer-
tainly the White House defense lawyers 
will be very vigilant in making sure 
that it is fairly presented. 

There was objection that was made— 
and this is overlapping a little bit—as 
to the public release of the video. Our 
motion really goes to introducing into 
evidence. It is up to you as to how that 
evidence is handled. Customarily in a 
trial, when something is entered into 
evidence, that is released. But there 
was concern expressed about the wit-
nesses, about Mr. Jordan and the fact 
that he has testified and now it would 
be made public. I recall the White 
House defense lawyers, on this screen 
over here, put Mr. Jordan’s video up 
there for the world to see. I believe 
they also brought in other witnesses on 
video that was put out there for the 
whole world to see. And so I think it is 
a little bit late to come in and say that 
that should not be subject to public 
discussion. 

And so I think that the motion that 
is presented is reasonable, it is fair. 
They say there is nothing of dynamite 
or there is nothing explosive. Then if 
that is the case, there should not be 
any objection to the discussion and the 
fair playing of that evidence. But in 
fact much of this is due because it was 
not developed after the President made 
his grand jury appearance. Many of 
these witnesses testified early. They 
were not able to testify again after the 
President’s grand jury testimony. So I 
think there are new areas that have 
certainly been developed. 

With that, Mr. Chief Justice, I yield 
back. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Will the House 
managers yield back? 

Mr. Manager HUTCHINSON. Yes, Mr. 
Chief Justice. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes the majority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, then all 
time has been yielded back on both 
sides? 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Yes. 
Mr. LOTT. We had expected this 

would take a little bit longer. (Laugh-
ter.) 

Mr. Chief Justice, I believe it would 
be of interest to the Senators that we 
give just a brief explanation of the mo-
tions. I believe Senator DASCHLE may 
have an additional motion that he 
would like to offer. So that we can 
make sure he has had the time to pre-
pare that, and how we would go into 
the voting procedure, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, very 
briefly, I believe that Senator 
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DASCHLE, or one of his Senators, will 
have a peremptory motion that they 
will offer, and it will be read by the 
clerk; then there will be a vote on that. 
And then there will be a vote on the 3 
divisions that have been identified— 
the 3 votes on the one motion—and 
then I believe Senator DASCHLE will 
also have a motion that will go 
straight to debate and closing argu-
ments and the vote on the articles of 
impeachment. Is that a correct recita-
tion? 

I yield to Senator DASCHLE. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chief Justice, I 

appreciate the Senator yielding. As I 
understand it, Senator MURRAY’s mo-
tion will relate to the third motion, 
which is, as I understand it, the motion 
that allows for video excerpts to be 
used. Her motion would restrict both 
managers to transcripts, written tran-
scripts. I am not sure in which order 
her motion should be offered, but since 
it relates to the third one, perhaps it 
would be in concert with that motion. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. This is the mo-
tion to debate and divide the third mo-
tion. 

Mr. DASCHLE. That’s correct. 
Mr. LOTT. We would vote on the first 

paragraph, the second paragraph, and 
then there would be a motion at that 
point by Senator MURRAY and a vote on 
that, and a vote then on the third divi-
sion, and then a vote on the articles of 
impeachment itself. 

VOTE ON DIVISION I 
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The question is 

on division I. The clerk will read Divi-
sion I. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The House moves that the transcriptions 

and videotapes of the oral depositions taken 
pursuant to Senate resolution 30 from the 
point that each witness is sworn to testify 
under oath to the end of any direct response 
to the last question posed by a party be ad-
mitted into evidence. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and 
nays are required. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 100, 

nays 0, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 9] 

[Subject: Division I of House managers 
motion regarding admission of evidence] 

YEAS—100 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 

Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 

Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 

Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 

Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 

Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote, 
the yeas are 100, the nays are 0. Divi-
sion I of the motion is agreed to. 

VOTE ON DIVISION II 
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The next vote 

will be on Division II of the motion. 
The clerk will read Division II of the 
motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Division II: The House further moves that 
the Senate authorize and issue a subpoena 
for the appearance of Monica S. Lewinsky 
before the Senate for a period of time not to 
exceed eight hours, and in connection with 
the examination of that witness, the House 
requests that either party be able to examine 
the witness as if the witness were declared 
adverse, that counsel for the President and 
counsel for the House Managers be able to 
participate in the examination of that wit-
ness, and that the House be entitled to re-
serve a portion of its examination time to re-
examine the witness following any examina-
tion by the President. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and 
nays are automatic. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 30, 
nays 70, as follow: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 10] 
[Subject: Division II of House managers 

motion regarding appearance of witnesses] 
YEAS—30 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bond 
Bunning 
Burns 
Cochran 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gramm 
Grams 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Santorum 
Smith (NH) 
Specter 
Thompson 

NAYS—70 

Akaka 
Allard 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Gorton 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 

Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senate 
will be in order. 

On this vote, the yeas are 30, the 
nays are 70. Division II of the motion is 
not agreed to. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY. 

MURRAY SUBSTITUTE FOR DIVISION III 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. Chief Justice, I 

send a substitute for division III to the 
desk. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington, Mrs. MUR-

RAY, moves that the following shall be sub-
stituted for division III: 

I move that the parties be permitted to 
present before the Senate, for a period of 
time not to exceed a total of six hours, 
equally divided, all or portions of the parts 
of the written transcriptions of the deposi-
tions of Monica S. Lewinsky, Vernon E. Jor-
dan, Jr., and Sidney Blumenthal. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Very well. 
The Parliamentarian advises me that 

there are 2 hours of argument on this 
motion. Who is the proponent? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chief Justice, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
be yielded back. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

I think the clerk should read division 
III, having read the proposed sub-
stitute. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The House further moves that the parties 

be permitted to present before the Senate, 
for a period of time not to exceed a total of 
six hours, equally divided, all or portions of 
the parts of the videotapes of the oral deposi-
tions of Monica S. Lewinsky, Vernon E. Jor-
dan, Jr., and Sidney Blumenthal admitted 
into evidence, and that the House be entitled 
to reserve a portion of its presentation time. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Now the clerk 
will read the substitute again. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
I move that the parties be permitted to 

present before the Senate for a period of 
time not to exceed a total of six hours, 
equally divided, all or portions of the parts 
of the written transcriptions of the deposi-
tions of Monica S. Lewinsky, Vernon E. Jor-
dan, Jr., and Sidney Blumenthal. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and 
nays are automatic. The question is on 
the substitute. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 27, 

nays 73, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 11] 

[Subject: Murray motion to substitute 
division III of the House motion] 

YEAS—27 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Levin 
Lincoln 

Mikulski 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Snowe 
Torricelli 

NAYS—73 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 

Byrd 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
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Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Leahy 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 

Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote 
the yeas are 27, the nays are 73, and the 
motion is not agreed to. 

VOTE ON DIVISION III 
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The vote is 

now on the division III of the motion. 
The clerk will read division III. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Division III. The House further moves that 
the parties be permitted to present before 
the Senate, for a period of time not to exceed 
a total of six hours, equally divided, all or 
portions of the parts of the videotapes of the 
oral depositions of Monica S. Lewinsky, 
Vernon E. Jordan, Jr., and Sidney 
Blumenthal admitted into evidence, and that 
the House be entitled to reserve a portion of 
its presentation time. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and 
nays are automatic. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 62, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 12] 
[Subject: Division III of the House managers 
motion regarding presentation of evidence] 

YEAS—62 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—38 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Torricelli 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote, 
the yeas are 62, the nays are 38. Divi-
sion III of the motion is agreed to. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes the minority leader. 

MOTION TO PROCEED TO CLOSING ARGUMENTS 
Mr. DASCHLE. I send a motion to 

the desk. 
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will 

report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 

DASCHLE] moves that the Senate now pro-
ceed to closing arguments; that there be 2 
hours for the White House Counsel followed 
by 2 hours for the House Managers; and that 
at the conclusion of this time the Senate 
proceed to vote, on each of the articles, with-
out intervening action, motion or debate, ex-
cept for deliberations, if so decided by the 
Senate. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The minority 
leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all time be yielded back. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. In the absence 
of objection, it is so ordered. The yeas 
and nays are automatic. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 44, 

nays 56, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 13] 

[Subject: Daschle motion to proceed to 
closing arguments] 

YEAS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—56 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Feingold 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote 
the yeas are 44, the nays are 56, and the 
motion is not agreed to. 

The Chair recognizes the majority 
leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-
lieve that was the last of the motions 
that had been offered. 

I am ready to go to the closing script 
unless there is some other motion 
pending or to be offered. 

Mr. Counsel RUFF. May I ask, Mr. 
Chief Justice, for indulgence for just a 
couple minutes to consult with my col-
leagues? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-
lieve that it is in order for White House 
counsel to offer a motion at this point. 
If they wish to do so, then I believe 
they could, then we would vote on that 
motion. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. White House Counsel Ruff. 

Mr. Counsel RUFF. Thank you, Mr. 
Chief Justice. 

MOTION TO PROVIDE WRITTEN NOTICE TO 
COUNSEL 

Mr. Counsel RUFF. Mr. Majority 
Leader, I want to hand up to the desk 
a brief motion dealing with the presen-
tation of videotape evidence on Satur-
day pursuant to the motion that has 
just been voted on by the Senate. If I 
may, I hand it up to the clerk. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The clerk will 
read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Ruff moves that no later than 2:00 P.M. 

on Friday, February 5, 1999, the Managers 
shall provide written notice to counsel for 
the President indicating the precise page and 
line designations of any video excerpts from 
the depositions of Monica Lewinsky, Vernon 
Jordan or Sidney Blumenthal that they plan 
to use during their three-hour presentation 
on Saturday, or during their closing argu-
ment. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. There are 2 
hours equally divided on the motion. 

Mr. Counsel RUFF. Mr. Chief Justice, 
we won’t use but a small percentage of 
that. I will turn the matter over, if I 
may, to my colleague, Mr. Kendall. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Chair rec-
ognizes Mr. Counsel Kendall. 

Mr. Counsel KENDALL. Thank you, 
Mr. Chief Justice. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate, 
House managers, I will be brief. This is 
simply a procedural motion which I 
think will make for a fairer hearing 
and a more efficient use of the Senate’s 
time on Saturday. 

Fascinating though these depositions 
are, I don’t think there is any need to 
inflict them on you repeatedly. What 
we are asking in this motion is simply 
a procedure that would be normal in a 
civil trial, and that is by a fair time to-
morrow for the House managers to des-
ignate the portions of the three deposi-
tions that they intend to use. That will 
allow us not to repeat those portions, 
and it will give us some fair chance to 
organize our responsive presentation. 

The burden is on the House man-
agers. I think this is not an extensive 
set of transcripts. I think it can be eas-
ily done. You have all, many of you, 
watched the depositions this week, 
read the transcripts. So I think if we 
can simply have this designation by 2 
o’clock tomorrow, it will enable Satur-
day, perhaps, to be a shorter pro-
ceeding. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Counsel for 
House managers? The Chair recognizes 
Mr. Manager ROGAN. 

Mr. Manager ROGAN. Mr. Chief Jus-
tice, thank you. 

I will imitate my colleague at the bar 
Mr. Kendall’s brevity, if not his elo-
quence. 
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I simply suggest this is somewhat a 

unique opportunity that counsel is in-
viting the House managers to engage 
in, to give counsel notice of page and 
line of transcripts for the presentation 
of evidence that we are going to make. 
It is our prerogative to put on our evi-
dence; it is White House counsel’s op-
portunity to put on their evidence. 
Asking us to choreograph that for 
them and with them is something that 
I am unfamiliar with, except for one 
time. 

I remember during my days as a 
judge in California that a similar re-
quest was made for me, and a law clerk 
pointed out to me language from one of 
the late great justices of the California 
Supreme Court, Otto Kaus. Apparently, 
a similar request was made to Justice 
Kaus to do the same thing in a case, 
and Justice Kaus looked at the lawyer 
making the request and he said, ‘‘I be-
lieve the appropriate legal response to 
your request is that it is none of your 
damn business what the other side is 
going to put on.’’ 

With that, Mr. Chief Justice, we will 
yield back the balance of our time. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Mr. Kendall. 
Mr. Counsel KENDALL. That philos-

ophy might want to be emulated at 
some point by the drafters of the Fed-
eral Civil Rules, but it is not. In every 
Federal civil trial, this procedure is 
followed, the designation, the identi-
fying, and designating of deposition ex-
cerpts. 

Again, I think it will make for a fair-
er and more efficient proceeding. I 
don’t think trial by surprise has a 
place here. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The vote is on 
the motion. 

The clerk will read the motion. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Ruff moves that no later than 2:00 P.M. 

on Friday, February 5, 1999, the Managers 
shall provide written notice to counsel for 
the President indicating the precise page and 
line designations of any video excerpts from 
the depositions of Monica Lewinsky, Vernon 
Jordan or Sidney Blumenthal that they plan 
to use during their three-hour presentation 
on Saturday, or during their closing argu-
ment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Chief Justice, may we 
have order. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. I fully agree 
with the Senator. 

Mr. BYRD. Would the clerk read that 
again. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Let the Senate 
remain in order and let the clerk read 
the motion again. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Ruff moves that no later than 2:00 P.M. 

on Friday, February 5, 1999, the Managers 
shall provide written notice to counsel for 
the President indicating the precise page and 
line designations of any video excerpts from 
the depositions of Monica Lewinsky, Vernon 
Jordan or Sidney Blumenthal that they plan 
to use during their three-hour presentation 
on Saturday, or during their closing argu-
ment. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The yeas and 
nays are automatic. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

(Disturbance in the Visitors’ Gal-
leries.) 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Sergeant 
at Arms will restore order to the gal-
lery. 

The assistant legislative clerk con-
tinued with the call of the roll. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 46, 
nays 54, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 14] 
[Subject: White House Counsels’ motion] 

YEAS—46 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—54 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. On this vote, 
the yeas are 46, the nays are 54. The 
motion is rejected. 

ORDERS FOR SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 6 AND 
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1999 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-
lieve that completes all the motions. 
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate completes its 
business today, it stand in adjourn-
ment until 10 a.m. on Saturday, Feb-
ruary 6, and at 10 a.m. on Saturday, 
immediately following the prayer, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the articles of impeachment. I further 
ask consent that on Saturday there be 
6 hours equally divided between the 
House managers and White House 
counsel for presentations. I further ask 
that following those presentations on 
Saturday, the Senate then adjourn 
until 1 p.m. on Monday, February 8. I 
finally ask consent that on Monday, 
immediately following the prayer, the 
Senate resume consideration of the ar-
ticles of impeachment, and there then 
be 6 hours equally divided between the 
managers and White House counsel for 
final arguments. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. Chief Justice, re-
serving the right to object, and I shall 
not, I ask the distinguished leader this. 
We have had exhibits handed out today 
to be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, referring to depositions which, 

I understand under rule XXIX, are still 
confidential. Are those to be printed in 
the RECORD? 

Mr. LOTT. I will ask consent that 
the transcripts of the depositions be 
printed in the RECORD of today’s date. 

Mr. LEAHY. The exhibits were hand-
ed out today in debate. Were they 
handed out under rule XXIX? 

Mr. LOTT. I believe we got approval 
that they be used in the oral presen-
tations at the beginning of the session 
today. 

Mr. LEAHY. I withdraw any objec-
tion. 

Mr. CHIEF JUSTICE. Objection has 
been heard. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. Chief Justice, I 
withdrew any objection. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The Senator 

from Massachusetts, Mr. KERRY, is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. Chief Justice, re-
serving the right to object. I ask the 
majority leader, is there an assumption 
that if White House counsel were to 
want sufficient time on Saturday in 
order to be able to present video testi-
mony countering whatever surprise 
video—and there may or may not be a 
surprise —would they have time to be 
able to provide that on Saturday—not 
to carry over, but merely if they 
choose to, to do that on Saturday? 

Mr. LOTT. I am not sure I under-
stand the question, except that we will 
come in at 10, and we will have 6 hours 
equally divided. I presume that the 
House would make a presentation first 
and then the White House and then 
close. There would be time during that 
6-hour period for the White House to 
use it as they see fit. Are you asking 
that there would be some sort of break 
so they would be able to consider that? 

Mr. KERRY. Clearly, the purpose of 
the trial and the purpose of this effort 
is to have a fair presentation of evi-
dence. The Senate now having denied 
notice to White House counsel of what 
areas may be the subject of video, it 
might be that the voice of the wit-
nesses themselves is the best response 
to whatever it is that the House were 
to present. If they were to decide—— 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chief Justice, 
I call for the regular order. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. The regular 
order has been called for. There is a 
unanimous consent request pending. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, briefly, 
if I could say on behalf of my unani-
mous consent, and in brief response to 
the question, we have all worked hard 
and bent over backward trying to be 
fair. I am sure if there is something 
that would be needed on Saturday, it 
would be carefully considered by both 
sides. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. Chief Justice, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. GRAMM. A quorum is present. 
The CHIEF JUSTICE. The majority 

leader has the floor. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I be-

lieve it would be appropriate to go 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1212 February 4, 1999 
ahead and get this unanimous consent 
agreement. We will continue to work 
with both sides to try to make sure 
there is a fair way to proceed on Satur-
day. We will have the remainder of 
today and tomorrow to work on that. 
So I would like to renew my unani-
mous consent request. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Is there objec-
tion? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. Chief Justice, reserv-
ing the right to object. May I inquire of 
the majority leader if that Saturday 
time schedule gives both parties ade-
quate time to prepare for the presen-
tation of the evidence? Have both sides 
agreed that they will be prepared? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, as best 
I can respond to that, I just say that 
hopefully both sides have had more 
than adequate time allocated on Satur-
day. One of the reasons we are doing it 
this way—Saturday instead of tomor-
row—is so both sides will have an op-
portunity to review everything and 
hopefully communicate with each 
other. We will do that Friday during 
the day so that an orderly presentation 
can be made by both sides on Saturday. 
I believe we are seeing a problem here 
where there may not be one. 

But if one develops certainly we 
would take it into consideration. 

Mr. Chief Justice, I renew my re-
quest. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. Is there objec-
tion? In the absence of objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I ask 
unanimous consent that those parts of 
the transcripts of the depositions ad-
mitted into evidence be printed in the 
Congressional RECORD of today’s date. 

I further ask consent that the deposi-
tion transcripts of Monica Lewinsky, 
Vernon Jordan, and Sidney 
Blumenthal, and the videotapes there-
of, be immediately released to the 
managers on the part of the House and 
the counsel to the President for the 
purpose of preparing their presen-
tations, provided, however, that such 
copies shall remain at all times under 
the supervision of the Sergeant at 
Arms to ensure compliance with the 
confidentiality provisions of S. Res. 30. 

The CHIEF JUSTICE. In the absence 
of objection, it is so ordered. 

The material follows: 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES SIT-

TING FOR THE TRIAL OF THE IMPEACHMENT 
OF WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON, PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

EXCERPTS OF VIDEO DEPOSITION OF MONICA S. 
LEWINSKY 

(Monday, February 1, 1999, Washington, D.C.) 
SENATOR DeWINE: If not, I will now 

swear the witness. 
Ms. Lewinsky, will you raise your right 

hand, please? 
Whereupon, MONICA S. LEWINSKY was 

called as a witness and, after having been 
first duly sworn by Senator DeWine, was ex-
amined and testified as follows: 

SENATOR DeWINE: The House Managers 
may now begin your questioning. 

MR. BRYANT: Thank you, Senator. 
Good morning to all present. 

EXAMINATION BY HOUSE MANAGERS 
BY MR. BRYANT: 

Q. Ms. Lewinsky, welcome back to Wash-
ington, and wanted to just gather a few of 
our friends here to have this deposition now. 
We do have quite a number of people present, 
but we—in spite of the numbers, we do want 
you to feel as comfortable as possible be-
cause I think we—everyone present today 
has an interest in getting to the truth of this 
matter, and so as best as you can, we would 
appreciate your answers in a—in a truthful 
and a fashion that you can recall. I know it’s 
been a long time since some of these events 
have occurred. 

But for the record, would you state your 
name once again, your full name? 

A. Yes. Monica Samille Lewinsky. 
Q. And you’re a—are you a resident of Cali-

fornia? 
A. I’m—I’m not sure exactly where I’m a 

resident now, but I—that’s where I’m living 
right now. 

Q. Okay. You—did you grow up there in 
California? 

A. Yes. 
Q. I’m not going to go into all that, but I 

thought just a little bit of background here. 
You went to college where? 
A. Lewis and Clark, in Portland, Oregon. 
Q. And you majored in—majored in? 
A. Psychology. 
Q. Tell me about your work history, brief-

ly, from the time you left college until, let’s 
say, you started as an intern at the White 
House. 

A. Uh, I wasn’t working from the time I— 
Q. Okay. Did you— 
A. I graduated college in May of ’95. 
Q. Did you work part time there in—in Or-

egon with a—with a District Attorney— 
A. Uh— 
Q. —in his office somewhere? 
A. During—I had an internship or a 

practicum when I was in school. I had two 
practicums, and one was at the public de-
fender’s office and the other was at the 
Southeast Mental Health Network. 

Q. And those were in Portland? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. What—you received a bachelor of 

science in psychology? 
A. Correct. 
Q. Okay. As a part of your duties at the 

Southeast Health Network, what did you— 
what did you do in terms of working? Did 
you have direct contact with people there, 
patients? 

A. Yes, I did. Um, they referred to them as 
clients there and I worked in what was called 
the Phoenix Club, which was a socialization 
area for the clients to—really to just hang 
out and, um, sort of work on their social 
skills. So I— 

Q. Okay. After your work there, you obvi-
ously had occasion to come to work at the 
White House. How did—how did you come to 
decide you wanted to come to Washington, 
and in particular work at the White House? 

A. There were a few different factors. My 
mom’s side of the family had moved to Wash-
ington during my senior year of college and 
I wanted—I wasn’t ready to go to graduate 
school yet. So I wanted to get out of Port-
land, and a friend of our family’s had a 
grandson who had had an internship at the 
White House and had thought it might be 
something I’d enjoy doing. 

Q. Had you ever worked around—in politics 
and campaigns or been very active? 

A. No. 
Q. You had to go through the normal appli-

cation process of submitting a written appli-
cation, references, and so forth to—to the 
White House? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Did you do that while you were still in 

Oregon, or were you already in D.C.? 
A. No. The application process was while I 

was a senior in college in Oregon. 

Q. Had you ever been to Washington be-
fore? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Obviously, you were accepted, and you 

started work when? 
A. July 10th, 1995. 
Q. Where—where were you assigned? 
A. The Chief— 
Q. Physically, where were you located? 
A. Oh, physically? 
Q. Yes. 
A. Room 93 of the Old Executive Office 

Building. 
Q. Were you designated in any particular 

manner in terms of—were all interns the 
same, I guess would be my question? 

A. Yes and no. We were all interns, but 
there were a select group of interns who had 
blue passes who worked in the White House 
proper, and most of us worked in the Old Ex-
ecutive Office Building with a pink intern 
pass. 

Q. Now, can you explain to me the signifi-
cance of a pink pass versus a blue pass? 

A. Sure. 
Q. Okay. Is it—is it access? 
A. Yes. 
Q. To what? 
A. A blue pass gives you access to any-

where in the White House and a pink intern 
pass gives you access to the Old Executive 
Office Building. 

Q. Did interns have blue passes? 
A. Yes, some. 
Q. Some did, and some had pink passes? 
A. Correct. 
Q. And you had the pink? 
A. Correct. 
Q. How long was your internship? 
A. It was from July ’til the end of August, 

and then I stayed on for a little while until 
the 2nd. 

Q. Are most interns for the summertime— 
you do part of the summer or the entire sum-
mer? 

A. I believe there are interns all year- 
round at the White House. 

Q. Now, you as an intern, you are unpaid. 
A. Correct. 
Q. And tell—tell me how you came to, uh, 

through your decisionmaking process, to 
seek a paid position and stay in Washington. 

A. Uh, there were several factors. One is I 
came to enjoy being at the White House, and 
I found it to be interesting. I was studying to 
take the GREs, the entrance exam for grad-
uate school, and needed to get a job. So I— 
since I had enjoyed my internship, my super-
visor at the time, Tracy Beckett, helped me 
try and secure a position. 

Q. Now, you mentioned the pink pass that 
you had. So you were able to—I don’t want 
to presume—you were able to get into the 
White House on occasion even with a pink 
pass? 

A. The—do you mean the White House 
proper, or— 

Q. Yes, the White House— 
A. —the complex? 
Q. Yes. Let me be clear. When I—I tend to 

say ‘‘White House’’—I mean the actual build-
ing itself. And I know perhaps you think of 
the whole complex in terms of the whole— 

A. I’m sorry. Just to be clear— 
Q. Yes. 
A. —do you mean the West Wing and the 

residence and— 
Q. Right. 
A. —the East Wing when you say the White 

House? 
Q. Right. The White House where the 

President lives, and works, I guess, right. 
A. I’m sorry. Can you repeat the question? 
Q. Yes, yes. I mean that White House. As 

an intern, you had a pink pass that did allow 
you to have access to that White House 
where the President was on occasion? 

A. No. 
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Q. Did not. Did you have—did you ever get 

in there as an intern? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And under—under what circumstances? 
A. It— 
Q. Did you have to be accompanied by 

someone, or— 
A. Exactly; someone with a blue pass. 
Q. So how did you—once you decided you 

wanted to stay in Washington and find a pay-
ing job, you sought out some help from 
friends there, people you knew, contacts, and 
you were—you did—you were successful? 

A. Correct. 
Q. And you were hired where—where in the 

White House? 
A. In Legislative Affairs. 
Q. Now, again, to educate me on this, in 

that group, in that section, department, you 
would have worked where, physically? 

A. Physically, in the East Wing. 
Q. Okay, and as an intern before, you 

worked in the Old Executive Office Building? 
A. Correct. 
Q. But you moved about and occasionally 

would go into the White House, if escorted? 
A. Correct. 
Q. It takes a while, but I’ll get there with 

you; I’ll catch up. 
When did you actually—what was your 

first day on the job with the Legislative Af-
fairs, uh, group? 

A. Um, first day on the job was sometime 
after the furlough. I was hired right before 
the furlough, but the paperwork hadn’t gone 
through, so first day on the job was some 
point after the furlough. I don’t remember 
the exact date. 

Q. So you remained, uh, on as an intern 
during the furlough— 

A. Correct. 
Q. —the Government shutdown period. 
A. Correct. 
Q. And that was in November of 1995, some 

date during that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. Um, tell me how you, um, began— 

I guess the—the—we’re going to talk about a 
relationship with the President. Uh, when 
you first, uh, I guess, saw him, I think there 
was some indication that you didn’t speak to 
him maybe the first few times you saw him, 
but you had some eye contact or sort of 
smiles or— 

A. I—I believe I’ve testified to that in the 
grand jury pretty extensively. 

Q. Uh-huh. 
A. Is—is there something more specific? 
Q. Well, again, I’m wanting to know times, 

you know, how soon that occurred and sort 
of what happened, you know, if you can—you 
know, there are going to be occasions where 
you—obviously, you testified extensively in 
the grand jury, so you’re going to obviously 
repeat things today. We’re doing the deposi-
tion for the Senators to view, we believe, so 
it’s— 

MR. CACHERIS: May I note an objection. 
The Senators have the complete record, as 
you know, Mr. Bryant, and she is standing 
on her testimony that she has given on the 
occasions that Mr. Stein alluded to at the in-
troduction of this deposition. 

MR. BRYANT: Well, I appreciate that, but, 
uh, if this is going to be the case, we don’t 
even need the deposition, because we’re lim-
ited to the record and everything is in the 
record. So I think, uh, to be fair, we’re— 
we’re obviously going to have to talk about, 
uh, some things for 8 hours here, or else we 
can go home. 

THE WITNESS: Sounds good to me. 
[Laughter.] 
MR. BRYANT: I think we probably all 

would like to do that. 
SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel, are you ob-

jecting to the question? 
MR. CACHERIS: Yes. I’m objecting to him 

asking specific questions that are already in 

the record that—he has said they are limited 
to the record, and so we accept his, his des-
ignation. We’re limited to the record. 

SENATOR DeWINE: We’re going to go off 
the record for just a moment. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the 
record at 9:37 a.m. 

[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back 

on the record at 9:45 a.m. 
SENATOR DeWINE: We are now back on 

the record. 
The objection is noted, but it’s overruled, 

and the witness is instructed to answer the 
question. 

Senator Leahy? 
SENATOR LEAHY: And I had noted during 

the break that obviously, the witness has 48 
hours to correct her deposition, and would 
also note that when somebody has testified 
to some of these things 20 or more times that 
it is not unusual to have some nuances dif-
ferent, and that could also be reflected in 
time to correct her testimony. 

And I had also noted when we were off the 
record Mr. Manager Bryant’s comment on 
January 26th, page S992 in the Congressional 
Record, in which he said: ‘‘If our motion is 
granted, I want to make this very, very 
clear. At no point will we ask any questions 
of Monica Lewinsky about her explicit sex-
ual relationship with the President, either in 
deposition or, if we are permitted on the 
floor of the Senate, they will not be asked.’’ 

And I should add also, to be fair to Mr. 
Bryant, another sentence in that: ‘‘That, of 
course, assumes that White House Counsel 
does not enter into that discussion, and we 
doubt that they would.’’ Period, close quote. 

SENATOR DeWINE: Let me just add some-
thing that I stated to counsel and to Ms. 
Lewinsky off the record, and I think I will 
briefly repeat it, and that is that counsel is 
entitled to an answer to the question, but 
Ms. Lewinsky certainly can reference pre-
vious testimony if she wishes to do that. But 
counsel is entitled to a new explanation of— 
of what occurred. 

Counsel, you may—why don’t you re-ask 
the question, and we will proceed. 

MR. BRYANT: May I, before I do that, ask 
a procedural question in terms of 
timekeeping? 

SENATOR DeWINE: The time is not count-
ed—any of the time that you have—once 
there is an objection, none of the time is 
counted until we rule on the objection and 
until you then have the opportunity to ask 
the question again. So the time will start 
now. 

MR. BRYANT: Very good. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Ms. Lewinsky, again, let me—I know 

this is difficult, but let me apologize that, 
uh, that it is going to be necessary that I ask 
you these questions because we’re limited to 
the record and if we—we can’t ask you any 
new questions outside that record, so I have 
to talk about what’s in the record. And I re-
alize you’ve answered all these questions 
several times before, but it’s, uh—I’m sincere 
that we really wouldn’t need to take your 
deposition if we couldn’t ask you those kinds 
of questions. So it’s not motivated to cause 
you uncomfort or to make you sit here in 
Washington when you’d rather be in Cali-
fornia. We’ll try to get through this as 
quickly as we can. 

But we were talking about when you were 
first assigned there at the White House and 
those initial contacts, and I mean, again, 
when you were—you would see the President. 
I think you’ve mentioned you would—there 
was some mild flirting going on; you would 
smile or you would make eye contact. It was 
something of this nature? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And the first—was the first time you ac-

tually spoke to the President or he spoke to 

you, other than perhaps a hello in the hall-
way, was that on November the 15th, 1995? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And that was—that was the day, uh, of 

the first so-called salacious encounter, the 
same day? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Now, when the President gave a state-

ment testifying before the grand jury, he—he 
described that relationship as what I consid-
ered sort of an evolving one. He says: ‘‘I re-
gret that what began as a friendship came to 
include this conduct.’’ And he goes on to 
take full responsibility for his actions. But 
that almost sounds as if this was an evolv-
ing—something from a friendship evolving 
over time to a sexual relationship. That was 
not the case, was it? 

A. I—I can’t really comment on how he 
perceived it. My perception was different. 

Q. Okay— 
A. But I—I—I mean, I don’t feel com-

fortable saying that he didn’t, that he didn’t 
see it that way, or that’s wrong; that’s how 
he saw it. I— 

Q. But you saw it a different way? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Now, on November the 15th, had you al-

ready accepted this job with Legislative Af-
fairs? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And, uh, was—that was during the shut-

down, so you had no job to go to because the 
Government was shut down. 

A. No. I accepted it on the Friday before 
the furlough. 

Q. And that— 
A. But the paperwork hadn’t gone through. 
Q. Okay. Did, uh—when you first met with 

the President on November the 15th, did he 
say anything to you that would indicate that 
he knew you were an intern? 

A. No. 
Q. Did he make a comment about your, 

your pink security badge? 
A. Can I ask my counsel a question real 

quickly, please? 
[Witness conferring with counsel.] 
MR. CACHERIS: Okay, Mr Bryant. 
THE WITNESS: Sorry. It was—that oc-

curred in the second encounter of that 
evening. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Okay. On November— 
A. So, not the first encounter. 
Q. On November the 15th, 1995? 
A. Correct. 
Q. What—do you recall what he said or 

what he did in regard to the intern pass? 
A. He tugged on my pass and said: ‘‘This is 

going to be a problem.’’ 
Q. And what did, uh—did he say anything 

else about what he meant by ‘‘problem’’? 
A. No. 
Q. Tell me about your job at Legislative 

Affairs. Did that involve going into the 
White House itself? 

A. Yes. My job was in the White House. 
Q. You were in one wing, but did that in-

volve going—did it give you access— 
A. Yes. 
Q. —pretty well throughout the White 

House? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What did you do primarily? 
A. I worked under Jocelyn Jolly, who su-

pervised the letters that came from the Hill; 
so the opening of those letters and reading 
them and vetting them and preparing re-
sponses for the President’s signature—re-
sponding. 

Q. Now, you’ve indicated through counsel 
at the beginning that you are willing to af-
firm, otherwise adopt, your sworn testimony 
of August the 6th and August the 20th, I 
think, which would be grand jury, and the 
deposition of August the 26th, 1998. 

A. Correct. 
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Q. So you’re saying that that information 

is accurate, and it is truthful? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Well, thank you. That—that will save us 

a little bit of time, but certainly we will ask 
you some of that information also. 

At some point, you were transferred to the 
Pentagon, to the Department of Defense. 
When did that occur? 

A. I found out I was being transferred on 
April 5th, 1996. 

Q. Did you want to go— 
A. No. 
Q. —to the Department of Defense? Did 

you have a discussion with the President 
about this? 

A. Yes. 
Q. What was your reaction to being trans-

ferred? 
A. I started to cry. 
Q. Did you talk to anyone else at the 

White House other than the President about 
the transfer at that time? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And who—who was that? 
A. I spoke with several people. I—I can’t— 

I know I—I spoke with, uh, Jocelyn about it. 
I spoke with people with whom I was friendly 
at the White House. I spoke to Betty, Nancy 
Hernreich, several people. 

Q. Did you—did you find out why you were 
being transferred? 

A. Uh, I was told why I was being trans-
ferred by Mr. Keating on Friday, the 5th of 
April. 

Q. And that was why? 
A. Uh, he said that the—the Office of Ad-

ministration, I think it was, was not pleased 
with the way the correspondence was being 
handled, and they were, quote-unquote, 
‘‘blowing up’’ the Correspondence Office, and 
that I was being transferred and it had noth-
ing to do with my work. 

Q. Did you have any understanding that it 
might have been other reasons that you were 
being moved? 

A. Not at that point. 
Q. Did the—what did the President say 

about your transfer at that point? 
A. He thought it had something to do with 

our relationship. 
Q. What else did he say about—about your 

transfer, if anything? Did he give you any as-
surances that you might be back, or— 

A. Yes. 
Q. Back after what time period? 
A. He promised me he’d bring me back 

after the election. 
Q. So this was, again, in early 19—April of 

1996, and he was up for reelection— 
A. Yes. 
Q. —in November of 1996. 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you attach any significance to being 

transferred away before the election and 
then him assuring you he would bring you 
back after the election? Did you attach any 
significance to the election and your having 
to leave? 

A. Emotional significance, yes. 
Q. Your emotion? I’m—I’m not sure I fol-

low you. You were— 
A. Well, yes, I attached significance to it. 
Q. And that was emotional— 
A. But that was emotional. 
Q. But the reason you both felt—again, I’m 

not trying to put words in your mouth, but 
you both felt you were leaving until after 
the election was because of your relationship 
and perhaps people finding out? 

A. No. I—I—first, I can only speak for my-
self. I mean, I, uh, my understanding ini-
tially was that it was, um, for work-related 
issues, but not my work, and I came to un-
derstand later that it was having to do with 
my relationship with the President. 

Q. Okay. Did, uh, you have a conversa-
tion—and it may be the same one with the 

President on April the 12th—which deter-
mined that Ms. Lieberman maybe spear-
headed your transfer because you were pay-
ing too much attention—you were all—you 
were both paying too much attention to each 
other and she was worried that it was close 
to election time? And I think you’ve testi-
fied to that, haven’t you? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Okay, good. You started, uh, with the 

Department of Defense at the Pentagon in 
mid-April, April the 17th, 1996? 

A. Yes. 
Q. What did you do there? 
A. I was the confidential assistant to Mr. 

Bacon, who is the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Public Affairs. 

Q. Did, uh—after the 1996 election, did you 
still want to go back to the White House? 

A. Yes. 
Q. You had not fallen in love with the job 

at the Pentagon that much? 
A. No. 
Q. Was that, in fact, a frustrating period of 

time? 
A. Yes. No offense to Mr. Bacon, of course. 
Q. I understand; I’m sure he would take 

none. 
I would like—I don’t think it’s been men-

tioned, but you helped in preparing a chart 
which we have listed as one of our exhibits, 
ML Number 2, which I assume might have a 
different number for now, but it’s a chart of 
contacts— 

A. Right. 
Q. —that you had with the President. And 

do you have a copy of that chart? It— 
[Witness conferring with counsel.] 
MR. BRYANT: In the—yes, in the record, 

it’s at page 1251. 
MR. BURTON: May we have an extra copy 

for counsel, please? 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Have you had occasion to review this 

document? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And very—very simply, I would like for 

you to, uh, if you can, to affirm that docu-
ment as an accurate representation and a 
truthful representation of all the contacts 
that you had with the President from ap-
proximately August 9th, 1995 until January 
of 1998. It includes in-person contacts, tele-
phone calls, gifts and notes exchanged, I 
think are the categories. 

A. Yes. I believe there might have been one 
or two changes that were made and noted in 
the grand jury or my deposition, and I adopt 
those as well. 

MR. BRYANT: Okay, good. 
I am not going to at this point make her— 

the information she adopts and affirms ex-
hibits to this deposition. I don’t want to 
clutter it any more unless someone wants to 
make this an exhibit in terms of your deposi-
tion testimony, your grand jury testimony, 
and now the charts that you have affirmed, 
so I just want you to specifically affirm it 
but not make it an exhibit, because it’s al-
ready a part of the record. 

MR. CACHERIS: We defer to the White 
House. 

MS. SELIGMAN: I just wanted to make 
clear on the record, then, what the app. or 
sub-cite is of anything we’re adopting so 
that we all know what particular pages it is. 

MR. BRYANT: Okay. And that, again, was, 
I think, page 1251 of—right, of the record. 

SENATOR LEAHY: I don’t—I don’t under-
stand. 

MS. MILLS: Can you cite the ending page? 
SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel, is that where 

this appears? 
MR. BRYANT: It appears in the record, 

uh— 
SENATOR DeWINE: You need to designate 

also if you’re talking about the Senate 
record or—I think at this point we’ll go off 
the record. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the 
record at 10:01 a.m. 

[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back 

on the record at 10:11 a.m. 
SENATOR DeWINE: Let me—we’re now 

back on the record. 
Let me advise counsel, the Managers, that 

they have used 25 minutes so far. 
You may resume questioning, and if you 

could begin by identifying the exhibit for the 
record, please. 

MR. BRYANT: Tom, let me also for clari-
fication purposes—Tom, on the referral to 
the Senate record, you’re saying that the ap-
pendices are numbered 3, but the numbers 
are the same. The page numbers are the 
same. 

MR. GRIFFITH: Yes. 
MR. BRYANT: And the supplemental ma-

terials are your Volume IV, but, again, the 
pages are the same. 

MR. GRIFFITH: That’s our understanding. 
MR. BRYANT: Okay. For the record, then, 

using the Senate volumes, if this is an ap-
pendices, Volume III, and the chart that we 
just alluded to before the break is—appears 
at pages 116 through 126 of the Senate record, 
Volume III. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Ms. Lewinsky, did you tell a number of 

people in varying details about your rela-
tionship with the President? 

A. Yes. 
Q. you tell us who did you tell? 
A. Catherine Allday Davis, Neysa Deman 

Erbland, Natalie Ungvari, Ashley Raines, 
Linda Tripp, Dr. Kathy Estep, Dr. Irene 
Kassorla, Andy Bleiler, my mom, my aunt. 
Who else has been subpoenaed? 

Q. Okay. Let me suggest Dale—did you 
mention Dale Young? 

A. Dale Young. I’m sorry. 
Q. Thank you. 
Now, in the floor presentation, Mr. Craig, 

who was one of—is one of the counsel for the 
President, adopted an argument that had 
been raised in some of the previous hearings, 
uh, and he adopted this argument in the Sen-
ate that—that you have—have or had, I 
think, both past and present, the incentive 
to not tell the truth about how the Presi-
dent—this relationship with him because you 
wanted to avoid—and again, I use the quote 
from Mr. Craig’s argument—the demeaning 
nature of providing wholly un-reciprocated 
sex. 

Did, uh—did you lie before the grand jury 
and to your friends about the nature of that 
relationship with the President— 

A. No. 
Q. —so as to avoid what Mr. Craig says? 

Okay, and I’ll break it down. 
SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel, do you want 

to just—just rephrase the question? 
MR. BRYANT: Okay. We’ll break it down 

into two questions. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Did you not tell the truth before the 

grand jury as to how the President touched 
you because of what Mr. Craig alleges as the 
demeaning nature of the wholly un-recip-
rocated sex? 

MR. CACHERIS: Well, that—may I register 
an objection, gentlemen? This witness is not 
here to comment on what some lawyer said 
on the floor of the Senate. He can ask her di-
rect questions. She will answer them, but 
what Mr. Craig said or didn’t say would have 
happened after her grand jury testimony. So 
it’s totally inappropriate that he’s— 

SENATOR DeWINE: Mr. Bryant, why don’t 
you— 

MR. CACHERIS: —marrying those two 
concepts. We object. 

SENATOR DeWINE: Mr. Bryant, why don’t 
you just rephrase the question? 

MR. BRYANT: Well, we—we have had pre-
sented on behalf of the President a defense, 
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an incentive, a reason why she would not tell 
the truth, and I think she should have the 
opportunity to respond to that—that allega-
tion. 

MR. CACHERIS: We—we don’t, uh— 
SENATOR LEAHY: Ask her a direct ques-

tion. 
MR. CACHERIS: We welcome you asking 

her if her testimony was truthful, and she 
will tell you that it is truthful. We don’t 
have any problem with that. We don’t have 
any brief with what the White House did or 
didn’t do through their counsel. That’s their 
business. We don’t represent the White 
House. 

MS. SELIGMAN: So, for the record, I’d 
like to object to the characterization of what 
Mr. Craig says, which obviously speaks for 
itself, but I certainly don’t want my silence 
to be construed as accepting the Manager’s 
characterization of it. 

SENATOR DeWINE: Mr. Bryant, why don’t 
you—why don’t you ask the question? 

MR. BRYANT: Okay. 
SENATOR DeWINE: Go ahead and ask 

your question. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. In regard to your testimony at the 

grand jury about your—your relationship 
and the physical contact that you have said 
occurred in some of these, uh, visits with the 
President, it has been characterized in a way 
that would give you an excuse not to tell the 
truth. Did you tell the truth in the grand 
jury about what actually happened and how 
the President touched—the President 
touched you? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And did you likewise tell the truth to 

your friends in connection with the same 
matters? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Did your relationship with the Presi-

dent involve giving gifts, exchanging gifts? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you mentioned earlier that in ref-

erence to this chart that it was, uh, subject 
to certain corrections you’ve made in later 
testimony. It was an accurate representation 
or an accurate compilation of the gifts that, 
uh, you gave the President and the President 
gave you. Is that correct? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Approximately how many gifts did you 

give the President? 
A. I believe I’ve testified to that number. I 

don’t recall right now. 
Q. About 30? Would that be— 
A. If that’s what I testified to, then I ac-

cept that. 
Q. That’s the number I have, and do you re-

call how many gifts approximately the Presi-
dent gave you? 

A. It would be the same situation. 
Q. Okay, and you’ve previously testified in 

your grand jury that he gave you about 18 
gifts. 

A. I accept that. 
Q. Okay, good. What types of gifts did you 

give the President? 
A. They varied. I think they’re listed on 

this chart, and I’ve testified to them. 
Q. Okay, and— 
MR. CACHERIS: Do you want her to read 

the list that’s on this chart? 
MR. BRYANT: No. I was just, again, look-

ing for just a—I think maybe a little broader 
category, but that’s—that’s okay. That’s an 
acceptable answer there. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. After leaving the White House and going 

to the Pentagon, did you continue to visit 
the President? 

A. Yes. 
Q. How would you—how would you be 

transported from the Pentagon over to the 
White House? How did you get there? 

A. I drove or took a taxi. 

Q. Do you have your own car? 
A. No. 
Q. Whose—whose car would you drive? 
A. Either my mom’s or my brother’s. 
Q. So you did have access to a vehicle? 
A. Correct. 
Q. Okay. How were these meetings ar-

ranged when you would want to go from the 
Pentagon to the White House? How did—how 
did these—how were they set up? Did you get 
an appointment? 

[The witness conferring with counsel.] 
SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel—if you have 

to ask counsel, you can stop and ask us— 
THE WITNESS: Okay. 
SENATOR DeWINE: —to do that. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. How were these meetings arranged? 
A. Through Ms. Currie. 
Q. Would—would you call her and set the 

meeting up, or would she call you on behalf 
of the President and set the meeting up? 

A. It varied. 
Q. Both—both situations occurred? 
A. Correct. 
Q. Now, Ms. Currie is the President’s— 

that’s Betty Currie, we’re talking about, the 
President’s secretary? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Why was this done? Why was that proce-

dure used? 
A. It was my understanding that Ms. 

Currie took care of the President’s guests 
who were coming to see him, making those 
arrangements. 

Q. Was, uh—was this—were these visits 
done sort of off the record, so to speak, so it 
wouldn’t necessarily be a record? 

A. I believe so. 
Q. In other words, you wouldn’t be shown 

on Betty Currie’s calendar or schedule book 
for the President? 

A. I don’t know. 
Q. Did—who suggested this type of ar-

rangement for setting up meetings? 
A. I believe the President did. 
Q. During this time that you were at the 

Department of Defense at the Pentagon, uh, 
how—how was it working out about you 
being transferred back to the White House? 
How was the job situation coming? 

A. Well, I waited until after the election 
and then spoke with the President about it 
on several occasions. 

Q. And what would he say in response? 
A. Various things; ‘‘I’m working on it,’’ 

usually. 
Q. In July, uh, particularly around the— 

the 3rd and 4th of July, there—there—you 
wrote the President a letter, I think. 

A. Which year? 
Q. July of ’90—it would have been ’97 that 

you wrote the President a letter expressing 
some frustrations about the job situation in 
terms of—is that, uh—can you tell us about 
that? 

A. Yes. I had had a—well, I guess I was—I 
know I’ve testified about this, I mean, in the 
grand jury, but I was feeling at that point 
that I was getting the runaround on being 
brought back to the White House. So I sent 
a letter to the President that was probably 
the harshest I had sent. 

Q. Did you get a response? 
A. Sort of. 
Q. Would you explain? 
A. Um, Betty called me and told me to 

come to the White House the next morning, 
on July 4th, at 9:00 a.m. 

Q. And what happened when you—I assume 
you went to the White House on July the 
4th. What happened? 

A. I know I—I—do you have a specific ques-
tion? I know I testified, I mean, extensively 
about this whole day, that whole— 

Q. Well, in regards to—let’s start with the 
job. 

A. Well, I started crying. We were in the 
back office and, um—and when the subject 

matter came up, the President was upset 
with me and then I began to cry. So— 

Q. Did he encourage you about you coming 
back? Did he make a promise or commit-
ment to you that he would make sure you 
came back to work at the White House? 

A. I don’t know that he reaffirmed his 
promise or commitment. I remember leaving 
that day thinking that, as usual, he was 
going to work on it and had a renewed sense 
of hope. 

Q. Did he comment on your letter, the tone 
of your letter? 

A. Yes. 
Q. What did he say? 
A. He was upset with me and told me it 

was illegal to threaten the President of the 
United States. 

Q. Did you intend the letter to be inter-
preted that way? 

A. No. 
Q. Did you explain why you wrote the let-

ter to him about reminding him that you 
were a good girl and you left the White 
House? Did you have that type of conversa-
tion? 

A. Yes. That’s what made me start to cry. 
Q. Did you, uh—did you ever explain to 

him that you didn’t intend to threaten him? 
A. I believe so. 
Q. What was the intent of the letter? 
A. First, I felt the letter was going to him 

as a man and not as President of the United 
States. Um, second, I think I could see how 
he could interpret it as a threat, but my in-
tention was to sort of remind him that I had 
been waiting patiently and what I considered 
was being a good girl, about having been 
transferred. 

Q. And the threat we’re talking about here 
would not have been interpreted as a threat 
to do physical injury or bodily injury to him. 
It was to expose your relationship to the—to 
your parents— 

A. Correct. 
Q. —explain to them why you were not 

going back to the White House— 
A. Correct. 
Q. —after the election? 
And certainly the President did not en-

courage you to expose that relationship, did 
he? 

A. I don’t believe he made any comment 
about it at that point. 

Q. His only comment about the so-called 
threat was that it’s a—-it’s—you can’t do 
that, it’s against the law to threaten the 
President? 

A. Exactly. 
Q. That meeting turned into—I guess 

you’ve testified that that meeting did turn 
into a more positive meeting toward the end. 
It was not all emotional and accusations 
being made? 

A. Correct. 
Q. At some point, uh—well, let me—let me 

back up and ask this. There was a subse-
quent meeting on July the 14th, and I believe 
the President had been out of town and this 
was the follow-up meeting to the July 4th 
meeting where you had originally discussed 
the possibility of a newspaper reporter or a 
magazine writer, I believe, writing a story 
about Ms. Willey? 

A. Correct. 
Q. And you, uh—did you have any instruc-

tions from the President, from either of 
these meetings, about doing something for 
the President, specifically about having Ms. 
Tripp call White House counsel— 

A. I don’t know— 
Q. —Mr. Lindsey? 
A. —that I’d call them instructions. 
Q. Okay. What did he tell you? I don’t want 

to mischaracterize. 
A. He asked me if I would try to have Ms. 

Tripp contact Mr. Lindsey. 
Q. Okay, and if you were to be successful in 

doing that, what were you supposed to do? 
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Were you supposed to contact Ms. Currie, his 
secretary? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And what were you supposed to tell her? 
A. In an innocuous way that I had been 

able to convey that to Ms. Tripp or get her 
to do that. 

Q. Now, in—at some point in October of 
that year, 1997, did your job focus change? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And how was that? What were you 

doing? 
A. Uh, it really changed on October 6th, 

1997, as a result of a conversation with Linda 
Tripp. 

Q. Uh, in that, as I understand, you sort of 
got secondhand information that you were 
probably never going back to work at the 
White House. 

A. Correct. 
Q. Did you understand what that meant? 

Did you accept that? And I guess why would 
you accept it at that point? Why would you 
give up on the White House? 

MR. CACHERIS: Those are three ques-
tions, Mr. Bryant. Will you—would you 
break it down, please? 

MR. BRYANT: Well, yeah, it’s true. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Do you understand? I guess I’m trying 

to clarify. 
A. Not really. I’m sorry. 
Q. Why would you accept at that point in 

October that you were never going back to 
the White House? 

A. I don’t really remember, I mean, what— 
what—what was going through my mind at 
that point as to—to answer that question. Is 
that— 

Q. Okay. 
A. I’m sorry. 
Q. Certainly, if you don’t remember, that’s 

a—that’s a good answer. 
A. Okay. 
Q. So you don’t recall anything had really 

changed other than you had heard second-
hand that you weren’t going to go back. You 
have no independent recollection of anything 
else other than what somebody told you that 
would have changed— 

A. My recollection is— 
Q. —changed your focus? 
A. —that it was this—it was this conversa-

tion, what Linda Tripp told me from whom 
this information was coming, the way it was 
relayed to me that—that shifted everything 
that day. 

Q. And you didn’t feel it was necessary to 
go back to the President and perhaps con-
front the President and say, ‘‘why am I not 
coming back, I want to come back?’’ 

A. I mean, I had a discussion with the 
President, but I had made a decision from 
that based on that information, and I guess 
my—my experience of it coming up on a year 
from the election, having not been brought 
back, that it probably wasn’t going to hap-
pen. 

Q. But you—you did call the President 
about that time and then—but the focus had 
been changed toward perhaps a job in an-
other location. 

A. Yes and no. I didn’t call him, but I, 
um— 

Q. You called Betty— 
A. —but we did have a discussion about 

that. 
Q. You called Betty Currie, his secretary. 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay, and then through her, he con-

tacted you and you had a discussion? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And what did you tell him at that time 

about the job? 
A. I believe I testified to that, so that my 

testimony is probably more accurate. The 
gist of it was, um, that I wanted to move to 
New York and that I was accepting I wasn’t 

going to be able to come back to the White 
House, and I asked for his help. 

Q. Did you bring up Vernon Jordan’s name 
as perhaps somebody that could help you? 

A. It’s possible it was in that conversation. 
Q. What was the President’s comments 

back to you about your deciding to go to 
New York? 

A. I don’t remember his exact comments. 
He was accepting of the concept. 

Q. In regards to your—your, uh, decision to 
search for a job in New York, in your com-
ments to the President, did he ever tell you 
that that was good, that perhaps the Jones 
lawyers could not easily find you in New 
York? 

A. I’m sorry. I don’t—I—I— 
MR. CACHERIS: Excuse me again, Mr. 

Bryant. That’s a compound question. He 
could—she could answer it was good, and 
then she could answer maybe the Jones law-
yer couldn’t get her, but I think you’d want 
an answer to each question. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Okay. Let me ask it this way. There has 

been some reference to that fact throughout 
the proceedings, and I recall seeing some-
thing somewhere in your—your testimony 
that you said it or he said it. Do you recall 
anything being said about you going to 
Washington—to New York and that the ef-
fect of that might be that you would be more 
difficult to find? 

A. I believe that might have been men-
tioned briefly on the 28th of December, but 
not as a reason to go to New York, but as a 
possible outcome of being there. Does that— 
does that make sense? 

Q. It does. 
A. Okay. 
Q. What, uh—what would have been the 

context of that? And we’re jumping ahead to 
December the 28th, but what would have 
been the context of that particular conversa-
tion about the New York and being perhaps— 
the result being it might be difficult to find 
you, or more difficult? What was the con-
text? 

A. Um, I—I—if I remember correctly, it 
came sort of at the tail-end of a very short 
discussion we had about the Jones case. 

Q. At this November the 11th meeting, did 
the President ask you to prepare a list, sort 
of a wish list for jobs? 

A. I’m sorry. Which— 
Q. I’m sorry. Did I say October? We’re back 

to the October the 11th meeting. Did the 
President ask you to prepare a wish list? 

A. Okay. We haven’t gone to the October 
11th meeting yet. I—I haven’t said anything 
about that meeting yet. 

Q. Okay. 
A. The phone call was on the 9th. 
Q. Okay, and you subsequently had a meet-

ing, then, with the President on the 11th? 
A. Correct. 
Q. Face—face-to-face meeting? 
A. Correct. 
Q. And at that meeting, did he suggest you 

give him a wish list or Betty Currie a wish 
list? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Again, I asked a compound question 

there. 
Who did he suggest you give the wish list 

to? 
MR. CACHERIS: We’re getting used to 

that. 
MR. BRYANT: I’m getting good. I’m mak-

ing my own objections now. 
[Laughter.] 
THE WITNESS: Um, we sustain those. No, 

I’m sorry. 
[Laughter.] 
MR. BRYANT: I can do that, too. I’ll be 

doing that in a minute. Overruled. Okay. 
THE WITNESS: Um, I—I believe he—he 

said I should get him a list, and the implica-
tion was through Betty. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. And obviously you prepared a list of— 
A. Correct. 
Q. —the people you’d like to work for in 

New York City. 
A. Correct. 
Q. And you sent that list— 
A. Yes. 
Q. —to Betty Currie or to the President? 
A. I sent it to Ms. Currie. 
Q. And also during this time—and I’m 

probably going to speed this up a little bit, 
but, uh, you did interview for the job at the 
United Nations? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And, uh—and through a process of sev-

eral months there, or weeks at least, you 
did—made an offer to take a job at the 
United Nations and eventually declined it. Is 
that correct? 

A. Correct. 
Q. Did you in early November have the oc-

casion to meet with Vernon Jordan about 
the job situation? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And how did you learn about that meet-

ing? 
A. I believe I asked Ms. Currie to check on 

the status of—I guess of finding out if I could 
have this meeting, and then she let me—she 
let me know to call Mr. Jordan’s secretary? 

Q. And you set up an appointment with Mr. 
Jordan, or did she, Ms. Currie, do that? 

A. No. I set up an appointment. I think 
that was after a phone—well, I guess I 
don’t—I don’t know that, so sorry. 

Q. But that appointment was November 
the 5th? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Prior to going to the meeting with 

Vernon Jordan, did you tell the President 
that you had a meeting with Mr. Jordan? 

A. I don’t think so. I don’t remember. 
Q. Did you carry any documents or any pa-

pers with you to the meeting with Mr. Jor-
dan? 

A. Yes. 
Q. What were those? 
A. My resume and a list of public relations 

firms in New York. 
Q. Did Mr. Jordan ask you why you were 

there? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And what did you say? 
A. I was hoping to move to New York and 

that he could assist me in securing a job 
there. 

Q. Did he ask you why you wanted to leave 
Washington? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And what was your answer? 
A. I gave him the vanilla story of, um, that 

I—I think I—I don’t remember exactly what 
I said. I—I believe I’ve testified to this. I 
think it was something about wanting to get 
out of Washington. 

Q. The vanilla story. You mean sort of an 
innocuous set of reasons, not really the true 
reasons you wanted to leave? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And what were the true reasons you 

wanted to leave? 
A. Because I couldn’t go back to the White 

House. 
Q. Did—did you think Mr. Jordan accept-

ed—did you think he would accept that va-
nilla story, or did you feel like he understood 
the real story? 

A. No, I felt he accepted it. 
Q. Did Mr. Jordan tell you during this 

meeting that he had already spoken with the 
President? 

A. It was—I believe so. 
Q. And that you had come highly rec-

ommended, I think? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did he, Mr. Jordan, review your list of 

job preferences and suggest anything? 
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A. Yes. 
Q. And what did he suggest? 
A. He said the names of the—he looked at 

the list of public relations firms and I think 
sort of said, ‘‘oh, I’ve heard of them, I 
haven’t heard of these people, have you 
heard of so and so,’’ that I hadn’t heard of. 

Q. Your meeting lasted about 20 minutes? 
A. If that’s what I’ve testified to, then I ac-

cept that. 
Q. It is, or close to it. I know this is an ap-

proximation, but thereabouts. You weren’t 
there all day. 

A. I had—well, I don’t—I don’t remember 
how long it was right now. I know I’ve testi-
fied to that. So if I said 20 minutes, then— 

Q. Did you have a conversation with the 
President on—about a week later on Novem-
ber the 12th and by telephone? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And did you indicate there you had spo-

ken with Mr. Jordan about a job? 
A. Yes. 
Q. After you met with Mr. Jordan, did 

you—did you have an impression that you 
would get, uh—get a job, get favorable re-
sults in your job search? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Did anything favorable happen to—in 

your job search from that November the 5th, 
1997, meeting until Thanksgiving? 

A. No, but I believe Mr. Jordan was out of 
town for a week or two. 

Q. During the weeks after this November 
the 5th interview, did you try to contact Mr. 
Jordan? 

A. Yes. 
Q. How? 
A. First, I sent him a thank-you note for 

the initial meeting, and I believe I placed 
some phone calls right before Thanks-
giving—maybe a phone call. I don’t remem-
ber if it was more than one. 

Q. What—what happened with respect to 
the job search, uh, through there, through 
Thanksgiving? Was there anything? I mean, 
I know he—you said he was out of down, but 
did anything, to your knowledge, occur? 
Could you see any results up to Thanks-
giving? 

A. From my meeting with Mr. Jordan? 
Q. Yes. 
A. No. 
Q. Did you contact Betty Currie after you 

received no response from Mr. Jordan? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And did she page you? I think you were 

in Los Angeles at the time. 
A. Correct. 
Q. Okay. What—what did she tell you as a 

result of that telephone call? 
A. She asked me to place a call to Mr. Jor-

dan, which I did. 
Q. And this would have been, again, around 

November the 26th, shortly—well, around 
Thanksgiving? 

A. It was before Thanksgiving. 
Q. And I assume you found Mr. Jordan. 
A. Yes. 
Q. And what did he tell you? 
A. That he was working on it. 
Q. Did he tell you to call him back? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you indeed call him back 
A. I didn’t actually get ahold of him; he 

was out-of-town that day. I think it was De-
cember 5th. 

Q. Did you try to meet with the President 
during this time? 

A. Yes. 
Q. How did you do that? 
A. I was a pest. I sent a note to Ms. Currie 

and asked her to pass it along to the Presi-
dent, requesting that I meet with him. 

Q. Were you successful in having a meeting 
as a result of those efforts? 

A. I don’t know if it was a result of those 
efforts, but yes, I ended up having a meeting 
with the President. 

Q. And when would that have been; what 
day? 

A. On the 6th of December 1997. 
Q. Again you are going through Betty 

Currie; is that, again, the standard procedure 
at that time? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Did you go—I think you spoke also per-

haps to Betty Currie on December the 5th, 
the day before the meeting— 

A. Yes. 
Q. —and this was something about attend-

ing the President’s speech. Was that when 
that occurred—or the radio address, or some-
thing? Does that ring any bells? 

A. No. 
Q. Did—you did attend the Christmas party 

that day— 
A. Yes. 
Q. —and the White House. And you saw the 

President? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Just socially, speak to him, and that’s 

it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Picture, handshaking, and that? 
A. [Nodding head.] 
Q. Okay. That’s a yes? 
A. Yes. Sorry. 
Q. Prior to December 6th, 1997, had you 

purchased a Christmas gift for the Presi-
dent? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Which was? 
A. An antique standing cigar holder. 
Q. And had you purchased any other addi-

tional gifts for him? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And what were those? 
A. Uh, a Starbucks mug that said ‘‘Santa 

Monica’’; a necktie that I got in London; a 
little box—I call it a ‘‘chochki’’—from, uh— 
and an antique book on Theodore Roosevelt. 

Q. Was it your intention to, to carry those 
Christmas presents to the President home 
that Saturday, December the 6th? 

A. If I were to have a meeting with him, 
yes. 

Q. Did you attempt to have a meeting? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you go through Betty Currie? 
A. Yes. I sent her the letter to, to give to 

the President. 
Q. And when you went to the White House 

that day, you also attempted to, to have the 
meeting through calling Betty Currie and 
telephoning her; I believe you had to go to— 

A. Which day? I’m sorry. 
Q. On the 6th. 
A. No. 
Q. The Saturday. 
A. [No response.] 
Q. No? 
A. I—I attempted to give the presents to 

Betty, but I didn’t call and attempt to have 
a meeting there—well, I guess I called in the 
morning, so that’s not true—I’m sorry. Yes, 
I called Ms. Currie in the morning trying to 
see if I could see the President and apologize. 

Q. And—were you—did you see the Presi-
dent, then, on the 6th? 

A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Tell us about that meeting—that was a 

long—was that, uh—did you have a telephone 
conversation with him that day also? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And that was the long telephone con-

versation? 
A. It—it was. 
Q. Okay. I think there has been some indi-

cation it may have been 56 minutes, some-
thing approximating an hour-long conversa-
tion; does that sound right? 

A. Right. That would—that might include 
some conversation time with Ms. Currie as 
well. 

Q. Okay. Was he interrupted by Ms. 
Currie—could you tell—did he have to take a 

break from the telephone call to talk to Ms. 
Currie, or do you recall any, any— 

A. I don’t recall that. 
Q. —do you recall any breaks to talk to 

anybody else? 
A. I don’t recall that. Doesn’t mean it 

didn’t happen; I just don’t remember it. 
Q. What else did you—did you arrange in 

that telephone conversation, or did he invite 
you in that telephone conversation to come 
to the White House that day? 

A. Yes, he did. 
Q. What happened during, during that con-

versation in terms of—I understand that it 
was again an emotional day, some sort of a 
word fight; is that right? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Could you tell me—he was, uh—again, to 

perhaps save some time—he was angry about 
an earlier incident, and, uh, he felt like you 
were intruding on his lawyer time? 

A. Uh, he was upset that I hadn’t accepted 
that he just couldn’t see me that day. 

Q. And what was your response to that? 
A. Probably not positive. Uh, that’s why it 

was a fight. 
Q. Again, I want to be careful that I don’t 

put words in your mouth, but you were deal-
ing with this relationship from an emotional 
standpoint of wanting to spend time with 
him— 

A. Yes. 
Q. —not as President, but as a man? 
A. Correct. 
Q. And this was at a point when you didn’t 

feel like you were spending enough time with 
him? 

A. Correct. 
Q. And he obviously felt he had to do other 

things, too, talk to lawyers and do those 
kinds of things—be the President—is that 
right? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. Now, was some of this discussion 

that we term ‘‘the fight,’’ was that over the 
telephone? 

A. Yes. It was all over the telephone. 
Q. So by the time you arrived and had the 

face-to-face meeting with him, that was 
over? 

A. Correct. 
Q. Was that during the time that you ex-

changed—exchanged some of the Christmas 
presents with him? 

A. In—in the meeting? 
Q. Yes. 
A. Yes. I gave him my Christmas presents. 
Q. Did you discuss the job search with him 

also at that time? 
A. I believe I mentioned it. 
Q. Did you tell him that, uh, your job 

search with Mr. Jordan was not going well? 
A. I don’t know if I used those words. I 

don’t, I don’t remember exactly— 
Q. If your grand jury testimony said yes— 

I mean, words to that effect—that would— 
you could have used those words if they’re in 
your grand jury— 

A. If my grand jury testimony says that— 
if that’s what I said in my grand jury testi-
mony, then I accept that. 

Q. I’m not trying to—I’m not trying to 
trick you. 

A. Okay. 
Q. Did he make any comment to you about 

what he might do to aid in your job search at 
that time, if you recall? 

A. I think he—I think he said, oh, let me 
see about it, let me see what I can do—his 
usual. 

Q. Did, uh, did the President say anything 
to you at that time about your name appear-
ing on a witness list in the Paula Jones case? 

A. No. 
Q. Did you later learn that your name had 

appeared on such a list? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And did you later learn that that wit-

ness list had been faxed to the White House— 
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to the President’s lawyers on December the 
5th? 

A. Much later, as in last year. 
Q. Okay. Yes—that’s what I mean—later. 
A. I, I mean— 
Q. Yes. 
A. —post this investigation. 
Q. Okay. All right. Let’s go forward an-

other week or so to December the 11th and a 
lunch that you had with Vernon Jordan, I be-
lieve, in his office. 

A. Yes. 
Q. How did—how was that meeting set up. 
A. Through his secretary. 
Q. Did you instigate that, or did he call 

through his secretary? 
A. I don’t remember. 
Q. What was the purpose of that meeting? 
A. Uh, it was to discuss my job situation. 
Q. And what, what—how was that dis-

cussed? 
A. Uh, Mr. Jordan gave me a list of three 

names and suggested that I contact these 
people in a letter that I should cc him on, 
and that’s what I did. 

Q. Did he ask you to copy him on the let-
ters that you sent out? 

A. Yes. 
Q. During this meeting, did he make any 

comments about your status as a friend of 
the President? 

A. Yes. 
Q. What—what did he say? 
A. In one of his remarks, he said something 

about me being a friend of the President. 
Q. And did you respond? 
A. Yes. 
Q. How? 
A. I said that I didn’t, uh—I think I—my 

grand jury testimony, I know I talked about 
this, so it’s probably more accurate. My 
memory right now is I said something about, 
uh, seeing him more as, uh, a man than as a 
President, and I treated him accordingly. 

Q. Did you express your frustration to Mr. 
Jordan with, uh, with the President? 

A. I expressed that sometimes I had frus-
trations with him, yes. 

Q. And what was his response to you about, 
uh—after you talked about the President? 

A. Uh, he sort of jokingly said to me, You 
know what your problem is, and don’t deny 
it—you’re in love with him. But it was a sort 
of light-hearted nature. 

Q. Did you—did you have a response to 
that? 

A. I probably blushed or giggled or some-
thing. 

Q. Do you still have feelings for the Presi-
dent? 

A. I have mixed feelings. 
Q. What, uh—maybe you could tell us a lit-

tle bit more about what those mixed feelings 
are. 

A. I think what you need to know is that 
my grand jury testimony is truthful irre-
spective of whatever those mixed feelings are 
in my testimony today. 

Q. I know in your grand jury you men-
tioned some of your feelings that you felt 
after he spoke publicly about the relation-
ship, but let me ask you more about the 
positive—you said there were mixed feelings. 
What about—do you still, uh, respect the 
President, still admire the President? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Do you still appreciate what he is doing 

for this country as the President? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Sometime back in December of 1997, in 

the morning of December the 17th, did you 
receive a call from the President? 

A. Yes. 
Q. What was the purpose of that call? What 

did you talk about? 
A. It was threefold—first, to tell me that 

Ms. Currie’s brother had been killed in a car 
accident; second, to tell me that my name 

was on a witness list for the Paula Jones 
case; and thirdly, he mentioned the Christ-
mas present he had for me. 

Q. This telephone call was somewhere in 
the early morning hours of 2 o’clock to 2:30. 

A. Correct. 
Q. Did it surprise you that he called you so 

late? 
A. No. 
Q. Was this your first notice of your name 

being on the Paula Jones witness list? 
A. Yes. 
Q. I realize he, he commented about some 

other things, but I do want to focus on the 
witness list. 

A. Okay. 
Q. Did he say anything to you about how 

he felt concerning this witness list? 
A. He said it broke his heart that, well, 

that my name was on the witness list. 
Can I take a break, please? I’m sorry. 
SENATOR DeWINE: Sure, sure. We’ll take 

a 5–minute break at this point. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This marks the 

end of Videotape Number 1 in the deposition 
of Monica S. Lewinsky. We are going off the 
record at 10:56 a.m. 

[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This marks the be-

ginning of Videotape Number 2 in the deposi-
tion of Monica S. Lewinsky. The time is 11:10 
a.m. 

SENATOR DeWINE: We are now back on 
the record. 

I will advise the House Managers that they 
have used one hour and 8 minutes. 

Mr. Bryant, you may proceed. 
MR. BRYANT: Thank you. 
By MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Did—did we get your response? We were 

talking about the discussion you were hav-
ing with the President over the telephone, 
early morning of the December 17th phone 
call, and he had, uh, mentioned that it broke 
his heart that you were on that list. 

A. Correct. 
Q. And I think you were about to comment 

on that further, and then you need a break. 
A. No. 
Q. No. 
A. I just wanted to be able to focus—I 

know this is an important date, so I felt I 
need a few moments to be able to focus on it. 

Q. And you’re comfortable now with that, 
with your—you are ready to talk about that? 

A. Comfortable, I don’t know, but I’m 
ready to talk about. 

Q. Well, I mean comfortable that you can 
focus on it. 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Good. Now, with this discussion of the 

fact that your name appeared as a witness, 
had you—had you been asleep that night 
when the phone rang? 

A. Yes. 
Q. So were you wide awake by this point? 

It’s the President calling you, so I guess 
you’re—you wake up. 

A. I wouldn’t say wide awake. 
Q. He expressed to you that your name— 

you know, again, you talked about some 
other things—but he told you your name was 
on the list. 

A. Correct. 
Q. What was your reaction to that? 
A. I was scared. 
Q. What other discussion did you have in 

regard to the fact that your name was on the 
list? You were scared; he was disappointed, 
or it broke his heart. What other discussion 
did you have? 

A. Uh, I believe he said that, uh—and these 
are not necessarily direct quotes, but to the 
best of my memory, that he said something 
about that, uh, just because my name was on 
the list didn’t necessarily mean I’d be sub-
poenaed; and at some point, I asked him 
what I should do if I received a subpoena. He 

said I should, uh, I should let Ms. Currie 
know. Uh— 

Q. Did he say anything about an affidavit? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What did he say? 
A. He said that, uh, that I could possibly 

file an affidavit if I—if I were subpoenaed, 
that I could possibly file an affidavit maybe 
to avoid being deposed. 

Q. How did he tell you you would avoid 
being deposed by filing an affidavit? 

A. I don’t think he did. 
Q. You just accepted that statement? 
A. [Nodding head.] 
Q. Yes? 
A. Yes, yes. Sorry. 
Q. Are you, uh—strike that. Did he make 

any representation to you about what you 
could say in that affidavit or— 

A. No. 
Q. What did you understand you would be 

saying in that affidavit to avoid testifying? 
A. Uh, I believe I’ve testified to this in the 

grand jury. To the best of my recollection, it 
was, uh—to my mind came—it was a range of 
things. I mean, it could either be, uh, some-
thing innocuous or could go as far as having 
to deny the relationship. Not being a lawyer 
nor having gone to law school, I thought it 
could be anything. 

Q. Did he at that point suggest one version 
or the other version? 

A. No. I didn’t even mention that, so there, 
there wasn’t a further discussion—there was 
no discussion of what would be in an affi-
davit. 

Q. When you say, uh, it would be—it could 
have been something where the relationship 
was denied, what was your thinking at that 
point? 

A. I—I—I think I don’t understand what 
you’re asking me. I’m sorry. 

Q. Well, based on prior relations with the 
President, the concocted stories and those 
things like that, did this come to mind? Was 
there some discussion about that, or did it 
come to your mind about these stories—the 
cover stories? 

A. Not in connection with the—not in con-
nection with the affidavit. 

Q. How would—was there any discussion of 
how you would accomplish preparing or fil-
ing an affidavit at that point? 

A. No. 
Q. Why—why didn’t you want to testify? 

Why would not you—why would you have 
wanted to avoid testifying? 

A. First of all, I thought it was nobody’s 
business. Second of all, I didn’t want to have 
anything to do with Paula Jones or her case. 
And—I guess those two reasons. 

Q. You—you have already mentioned that 
you were not a lawyer and you had not been 
to law school, those kinds of things. Did, uh, 
did you understand when you—the potential 
legal problems that you could have caused 
yourself by allowing a false affidavit to be 
filed with the court, in a court proceeding? 

A. During what time—I mean—I—can you 
be—I’m sorry— 

Q. At this point, I may ask it again at later 
points, but the night of the telephone— 

A. Are you—are you still referring to De-
cember 17th? 

Q. The night of the phone call, he’s sug-
gesting you could file an affidavit. Did you 
appreciate the implications of filing a false 
affidavit with the court? 

A. I don’t think I necessarily thought at 
that point it would have to be false, so, no, 
probably not. I don’t—I don’t remember hav-
ing any thoughts like that, so I imagine I 
would remember something like that, and I 
don’t, but— 

Q. Did you know what an affidavit was? 
A. Sort of. 
Q. Of course, you’re talking at that time 

by telephone to the President, and he’s—and 
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he is a lawyer, and he taught law school—I 
don’t know—did you know that? Did you 
know he was a lawyer? 

A. I—I think I knew it, but it wasn’t some-
thing that was present in my, in my 
thoughts, as in he’s a lawyer, he’s telling me, 
you know, something. 

Q. Did the, did the President ever tell you, 
caution you, that you had to tell the truth in 
an affidavit? 

A. Not that I recall. 
Q. It would have been against his interest 

in that lawsuit for you to have told the 
truth, would it not? 

A. I’m not really comfortable—I mean, I 
can tell you what would have been in my 
best interest, but I— 

Q. But you didn’t file the affidavit for your 
best interest, did you? 

A. Uh, actually, I did. 
Q. To avoid testifying. 
A. Yes. 
Q. But had you testified truthfully, you 

would have had no—certainly, no legal im-
plications—it may have been embarrassing, 
but you would have not had any legal prob-
lems, would you? 

A. That’s true. 
Q. Did you discuss anything else that night 

in terms of—I would draw your attention to 
the cover stories. I have alluded to that ear-
lier, but, uh, did you talk about cover story 
that night? 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And what was said? 
A. Uh, I believe that, uh, the President said 

something—you can always say you were 
coming to see Betty or bringing me papers. 

Q. I think you’ve testified that you’re sure 
he said that that night. You are sure he said 
that that night? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Now, was that in connection with the af-

fidavit? 
A. I don’t believe so, no. 
Q. Why would he have told you you could 

always say that? 
A. I don’t know. 
Mr. BURTON: Objection. You’re asking her 

to speculate on someone else’s testimony. 
MR. BRYANT: Let me make a point here. 

I’ve been very patient in trying to get along, 
but as I alluded to earlier, and I said I am 
not going to hold a hard line to this, but I 
don’t think the President’s—the witness’ 
lawyers ought to be objecting to this testi-
mony. If there’s an objection here, it should 
come from the White House side, nor should 
they be— 

SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel, why don’t 
you rephrase the question? 

MR. BRYANT: Do we have a clear ruling 
on whether they can object? 

SENATOR DeWINE: We’ll go off the record 
for a moment. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the 
record at 11:20 a.m. 

[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back 

on the record at 11:30 a.m. 
SENATOR DeWINE: We are now back on 

the record. 
It’s our opinion that counsel for Ms. 

Lewinsky do have the right to make objec-
tions. We would ask them to be as short and 
concise as humanly possible. So we will now 
proceed. 

Mr. Bryant? 
MR. BRYANT: Thank you, Senator. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Let’s kind of bring this back together 

again, and I’ll try to ask sharper questions 
and avoid these objections. 

We’re at that point that we’ve got a tele-
phone conversation in the morning with you 
and the President, and he has among other 
things mentioned to you that your name is 
on the Jones witness list. He has also men-

tioned to you that perhaps you could file an 
affidavit to avoid possible testifying in that 
case. Is that right? 

A. Correct. 
Q. And he has also, I think, now at the 

point that we were in our questioning, ref-
erenced the cover story that you and he had 
had, that perhaps you could say that you 
were coming to my office to deliver papers or 
to see Betty Currie; is that right? 

A. Correct. It was from the entire relation-
ship, that story. 

Q. Now, when he alluded to that cover 
story, was that instantly familiar to you? 

A. Yes. 
Q. You knew what he was talking about? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And why was this familiar to you? 
A. Because it was part of the pattern of the 

relationship. 
Q. Had you actually had to use elements of 

this cover story in the past? 
A. I think so, yes. 
Q. Did the President ever tell you what to 

say if anyone asked you about telephone 
conversations that you had had with him? 

A. Are we—are we still focused on Decem-
ber 17th? 

Q. No, no. 
A. Okay. 
Q. It did not have to be that night. Did he 

ever? 
A. If I could just—I—I’m pretty date-ori-

ented, so if you could just be more specific 
with the date. If we’re staying on a date or 
leaving that date, it would just help me. I’m 
sorry. 

Q. Well, my question was phrased did he 
ever do that, but— 

A. Okay. 
Q. Well, I—I’m sorry. I’m playing guessing 

games with you. Was there a conversation on 
March 29th of 1997 when the President told 
you he thought perhaps his telephone con-
versations were being tapped or taped—ei-
ther way, or both—by a foreign embassy? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And was there some reference to some 

sort of cover story there in the event that 
his line was tapped? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And what was that? 
A. That—I think, if I remember it cor-

rectly, it was that we—that he knew that we 
were sort of engaging in those types of con-
versations, uh, knowing that someone was 
listening, so that it was not for the purposes 
that it might have seemed. 

Q. Did you find it a little strange that he 
would express concern about possible eaves-
dropping and still persist in these calls to 
you? 

A. I don’t think phone calls of that nature 
occurred and happened right after, or soon 
after that discussion. I think it was quite a 
few months until that resumed. 

Q. I think my question was more did you 
not find it a little strange that he felt that 
perhaps his phone was being tapped and con-
versations taped by a foreign embassy, and 
he— 

A. I—I thought it was strange, but if—I 
mean, I wasn’t going to question what he 
was saying to me. 

Q. But that he also continued to make the 
calls—you’re saying he didn’t make any calls 
after that? 

A. No. My understanding was it was ref-
erencing a certain type of phone call, certain 
nature of phone call, uh, and those— 

Q. Let me direct your attention back to a 
point I did not mention a couple—a few days 
before the December—early December tele-
phone call, the lengthy telephone call from 
the President. We had talked about how that 
was a heated conversation. 

A. Correct. 
Q. At—did at some point during that tele-

phone conversation—did the tone—did the 

President’s tone change to a more receptive, 
friendly conversation? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know why that happened? 
A. No, nor do I remember whose tone 

changed first. I mean, we made up, so— 
Q. Okay. Now let me go back again to the 

December 11th date—I’m sorry—the 17th. 
This is the conversation in the morning. 
What else—was there anything else you 
talked about in terms of—other than your 
name being on the list and the affidavit and 
the cover story? 

A. Yes. I had—I had had my own thoughts 
on why and how he should settle the case, 
and I expressed those thoughts to him. And 
at some point, he mentioned that he still had 
this Christmas present for me and that 
maybe he would ask Mrs. Currie to come in 
that weekend, and I said not to because she 
was obviously going to be in mourning be-
cause of her brother. 

Q. In—in that—in that relationship with 
the President, I think you have expressed in 
your testimony somewhere that you weren’t 
necessarily jealous of those types of people 
like Kathleen Willey or Paula Jones, and 
perhaps you didn’t even believe those stories 
occurred as—as they alleged. 

A. That’s correct. I don’t—I don’t know, 
jealous or not jealous. I don’t think I’ve tes-
tified to my feelings of jealousy, but the lat-
ter half of the question is true. 

Q. I—I saw it. I mean, it’s not a major 
point. I thought I saw that in your testi-
mony, that particular word. 

A. Okay. If I said that, then I—I don’t. 
Q. Was it your belief that the Paula Jones 

case was not a valid lawsuit? Was that part 
of that discussion that night, or your strat-
egy? 

A. Uh, can I separate that—that into two 
questions? 

Q. Any way, any way you want to. 
A. Okay. I don’t believe it was a valid law-

suit, and I don’t think whether I believed it 
was a valid lawsuit or not was the topic of 
the conversation. 

Q. Okay, that’s a fair answer. 
You believe the President’s version of the 

Paula Jones incident? 
A. Is that relevant to— 
Q. I—I just asked you the question. 
A. I don’t believe Paula Jones’ version of 

the story. 
Q. Okay, good. That’s a fair answer. 
You have testified previously that you 

tried to maintain secrecy regarding this re-
lationship—and we’re talking about obvi-
ously with the President. Is that true? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And to preserve the secrecy and I guess 

advance this cover story, you would bring 
papers to the President and always use Betty 
Currie for the excuse for you to be WAVE’d 
in. Is that right? 

A. Papers when I was working at the White 
House and Mrs. Currie after I left the White 
House. So Mrs. Currie wasn’t involved when 
I was working at the White House. 

Q. Were these papers you carried in to the 
President—were they—were they business 
documents, or were they more personal pa-
pers from you to him? 

A. They—they weren’t business documents. 
Q. So, officially, you were not carrying in 

official papers? 
A. Correct. 
Q. You were carrying in personal papers 

that would not have entitled you ordinarily 
to go see the President? 

A. Correct. 
Q. When—in this procedure where Betty 

Currie was always the one that WAVE’d you 
in to the White House—and I—I don’t know 
if the people who may be watching this depo-
sition, the Senators, understand that the 
WAVES process is just the—to give the 
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guards the okay for you to come in. Is that 
a short synopsis? 

A. I’m not really versed on— 
Q. I’m not either. You know more than I 

do, probably, since you worked there, but— 
A. Well, I know you had to go, you had to 

type in a thing in at WAVES, and now you 
have to give a Social Security, birth date, 
have to show ID. 

Q. Is there a record kept of that? 
A. I believe so. 
Q. Was it always Betty Currie that 

WAVE’d you in to the—access to the White 
House? I’m talking about now after you left 
and went to work at the Pentagon. 

A. No. 
Q. Other people did that? 
A. There were other reasons that I came to 

the White House at times. 
Q. Did you ever ask the President if he 

would WAVE you in? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did he ever do that? 
A. No, not to my—not to my knowledge. 
Q. Was there a reason? Did he express any-

thing to you why he would or would not? 
A. Yes. He said that, uh—I believe he said 

something about that there’s a specific list 
made of people that he requests to come in 
and—and there are people who have access to 
that list. 

Q. So, obviously, he didn’t want your name 
being on that list? 

A. Correct. 
Q. Now, some of those people— 
A. I think—well, that’s my understanding. 
Q. Would some of those people be the peo-

ple that worked outside his office, Ms. Lie-
berman and those—those folks? 

A. I—I believe so, but I’m not really sure. 
Q. Did you not want those people to know 

that you were inside the White House? 
A. I didn’t. 
Q. Why is that? 
A. Because they didn’t like me. 
Q. Would they have objected, do you 

think—if you know. 
A. I don’t know. 
Q. Did you work with Betty Currie on occa-

sions to—to get in to see the President, per-
haps bypass some of these people? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And that would be another way that you 

would conceal the meeting with the Presi-
dent, by using Betty Currie to get you in? 

A. I—I think, yes, be cautious of it. 
Q. Did—well, I think we’ve covered that, 

about some papers, and I think we’ve covered 
that after you left your job inside the White 
House with Legislative Affairs and went to 
the Pentagon, you developed a story, a cover 
story to the effect that you were going to see 
Betty, that’s how you would come in offi-
cially? 

A. Correct. 
Q. And during that time that you were at 

the Pentagon, you would more likely visit 
him on weekends or during the week? Which 
would—which would— 

A. Weekends. 
Q. Weekends. And why—why the week-

ends? 
A. First, I think he had less work, and sec-

ond of all, there were—I believe there were 
less people around. 

Q. Now, whose idea was it for you to come 
on weekends? 

A. I believe it was the President’s. 
Q. When you—when the President was in 

his office, was your purpose to go there and 
see him? If he was in the office, you would go 
see him? 

A. What—I’m sorry. 
Q. No—that’s not clear. I’ll withdraw that 

question. 
Was Ms. Currie, the President’s secretary— 

was she in the loop, so to speak, in keeping 
this relationship and how you got in and out 
of the White House, keeping that quiet? 

A. I think I actually remember reading 
part of my grand jury testimony about this 
and that it was more specific in that she was 
in the loop about my friendship with the 
President, but I just want to not nec-
essarily—there was a clarification, I believe, 
in that about knowledge of the complete re-
lationship or not. So— 

Q. She would help with the gifts and notes 
and things like that—the passing? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Would you agree that these cover sto-

ries that you’ve just testified to, if they were 
told to the attorneys for Paula Jones, that 
they would be misleading to them and not be 
the whole story, the whole truth? 

A. They would—yes, I guess misleading. 
They were literally true, but they would be 
misleading, so incomplete. 

Q. As I understand your testimony, too, 
the cover stories were reiterated to you by 
the President that night on the telephone— 

A. Correct. 
Q. —and after he told you you would be a 

witness—or your name was on the witness 
list, I should say? 

A. Correct. 
Q. And did you understand that since your 

name was on the witness list that there 
would be a possibility that you could be sub-
poenaed to testify in the Paula Jones case? 

A. I think I understood that I could be sub-
poenaed, and there was a possibility of testi-
fying. I don’t know if I necessarily thought 
it was a subpoena to testify, but— 

Q. Were you in fact subpoenaed to testify? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that was what— 
A. December 19th, 1997. 
Q. December 19th. 
Now, you have testified in the grand jury. 

I think your closing comments was that no 
one ever asked you to lie, but yet in that 
very conversation of December the 17th, 1997 
when the President told you that you were 
on the witness list, he also suggested that 
you could sign an affidavit and use mis-
leading cover stories. Isn’t that correct? 

A. Uh—well, I—I guess in my mind, I sepa-
rate necessarily signing affidavit and using 
misleading cover stories. So, does— 

Q. Well, those two— 
A. Those three events occurred, but they 

don’t—they weren’t linked for me. 
Q. But they were in the same conversation, 

were they not? 
A. Yes, they were. 
Q. Did you understand in the context of the 

conversation that you would deny the—the 
President and your relationship to the Jones 
lawyers? 

A. Do you mean from what was said to me 
or— 

Q. In the context of that—in the context of 
that conversation, December the 17th— 

A. I—I don’t—I didn’t— 
Q. Okay. Let me ask it. Did you under-

stand in the context of the telephone con-
versation with the President that early 
morning of December the 17th—did you un-
derstand that you would deny your relation-
ship with the President to the Jones lawyers 
through use of these cover stories? 

A. From what I learned in that—oh, 
through those cover stories, I don’t know, 
but from what I learned in that conversa-
tion, I thought to myself I knew I would 
deny the relationship. 

Q. And you would deny the relationship to 
the Jones lawyers? 

A. Yes, correct. 
Q. Good. 
A. If—if that’s what it came to. 
Q. And in fact you did deny the relation-

ship to the Jones lawyers in the affidavit 
that you signed under penalty of perjury; is 
that right? 

A. I denied a sexual relationship. 

Q. The President did not in that conversa-
tion on December the 17th of 1997 or any 
other conversation, for that matter, instruct 
you to tell the truth; is that correct? 

A. That’s correct. 
Q. And prior to being on the witness list, 

you—you both spoke— 
A. Well, I guess any conversation in rela-

tion to the Paula Jones case. I can’t say that 
any conversation from the—the entire rela-
tionship that he didn’t ever say, you know, 
‘‘Are you mad? Tell me the truth.’’ So— 

Q. And prior to being on the witness list, 
you both spoke about denying this relation-
ship if asked? 

A. Yes. That was discussed. 
Q. He would say something to the effect 

that—or you would say that—you—you 
would deny anything if it ever came up, and 
he would nod or say that’s good, something 
to that effect; is that right? 

A. Yes, I believe I testified to that. 
Q. Let me shift gears just a minute and ask 

you about—and I’m going to be delicate 
about this because I’m conscious of people 
here in the room and my—my own personal 
concerns—but I want to refer you to the first 
so-called salacious occasion, and I’m not 
going to get into the details. I’m not— 

A. Can—can we—can you call it something 
else? 

Q. Okay. 
A. I mean, this is—this is my relation-

ship— 
Q. What would you like to call it? 
A. —so, I mean, is— 
Q. This is the—or this was— 
A. It was my first encounter with the 

President, so I don’t really see it as my first 
salacious—that’s not what this was. 

Q. Well, that’s kind of been the word that’s 
been picked up all around. So— 

A. Right. 
Q. —let’s stay on this first— 
A. Encounter, maybe? 
Q. Encounter, okay. 
A. Okay. 
Q. So we all know what we’re talking 

about. You had several of these encounters, 
perhaps 10 or 11 of these encounters; is that 
right? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. Now, with regard to the first one 

on November the 15th, 1995, you have testi-
fied to a set of facts where the President ac-
tually touched you in certain areas—is that 
right—and that’s—that’s where I want to go. 
That’s as far as I want to go with that ques-
tion. 

MR. CACHERIS: If that’s as far as it goes, 
we will not object— 

MR. BRYANT: Okay. 
MR. CACHERIS: —and if it goes any fur-

ther, we will object. 
MR. BRYANT: Okay. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. You have testified to that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And I have the excerpts out, and I 

don’t—but they’ve been adopted and affirmed 
as true. So I’m not going to get—get you 
looking at—have you read those excerpts. 

A. I appreciate that. 
Q. Now, in the—in later testimony before 

the grand jury, you were given a definition, 
and in fact it was the same definition that 
was used in the Paula Jones lawsuit, of ‘‘sex-
ual relations.’’ Do you recall the— 

A. So I’ve read. 
Q. Yes. 
A. I was not shown that definition. 
Q. But you were asked a question that in-

corporated that definition. 
A. Not prior to this whole—not prior to the 

Independent Counsel getting involved. 
Q. But—no—it was the Independent Coun-

sels themselves who asked you this question. 
A. Right. Oh, so you’re—you’re saying in 

the grand jury, I was shown a definition of— 
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Q. Right. 
A. Yes, that’s correct. 
Q. And you admitted in that answer to 

that question that the conduct that you were 
involved in, the encounter of November the 
15th, 1995, fit within that definition of ‘‘sex-
ual relations’’? 

A. The second encounter of that evening 
did. 

Q. Right. 
And were there other similar encounters 

later on with the President, not that day, 
but other occasions that would have likewise 
fit into that definition of ‘‘sexual relations’’ 
in the Paula Jones case? 

A. Yes. And—yes. 
Q. There was more than one occasion 

where that occurred? 
A. Correct. 
Q. So, if the President testifies that he did 

not—he was not guilty of having a sexual re-
lationship under the Paula Jones definition 
even, then that testimony is not truthful, is 
it? 

MR. CACHERIS: Objection. She should not 
be called upon to testify what was in the 
mind of another person. She’s testifying to 
the facts, and she has given the facts. 

MR. BRYANT: I would ask that she answer 
the question. 

SENATOR DeWINE: Go ahead. 
SENATOR LEAHY: The objection is noted 

for the record. 
SENATOR DeWINE: The objection is 

noted. She may answer the question. 
THE WITNESS: I—I really— 
SENATOR LEAHY: If she can. 
THE WITNESS: —don’t feel comfortable 

characterizing whether what he said was 
truthful or not truthful. I know I’ve testified 
to what I believe is true. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Well, truth is not a wandering standard. 
A. Well— 
Q. I would hope not. But you have testified, 

as I’ve told you, that what you and he did to-
gether on November the 15th, 1995 fit that 
definition of the Paula Jones, and you’ve in-
dicated that there were other occasions that 
likewise— 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. —that that occurred. 
But now the President has indicated as a 

part of his specific defense—he has filed an 
answer with this Senate denying that this 
occurred, that he did these actions. 

A. I know. I’m not trying to be difficult, 
but there is a portion of that definition that 
says, you know, with intent, and I don’t feel 
comfortable characterizing what someone 
else’s intent was. 

I can tell you that I—my memory of this 
relationship and what I remember happened 
fell within that definition. 

If you want to—I don’t know if there’s an-
other way to phrase that, but I’m just not 
comfortable commenting on someone else’s 
intent or state of mind or what they 
thought. 

Q. Let’s move forward to December the 
19th, 1997, at that point you made reference 
to earlier. 

A. I’m sorry. Can you repeat the date 
again? I’m sorry. 

Q. Yes. December the 19th, 1997. 
A. Okay, sorry. 
Q. At that point where you testified that 

you received a subpoena in the Paula Jones 
case, and that was, of course, on December 
the 19th, 1997. 

Do you recall the specific time of day and 
where you were when you were served with 
the subpoena? 

A. I was actually handed the subpoena at 
the Metro entrance of the Pentagon—at the 
Pentagon, and the time—I think it was 
around 4:30—4—I—I—if I’ve testified to some-
thing different, then, I accept whatever I tes-

tified to, closer to the date. Sometime in the 
late afternoon. 

Q. Did they call you, and you had to come 
out of your office and go outside— 

A. Correct. 
Q. —and do that? 
Okay. And what did you do after you ac-

cepted service of the subpoena? 
A. I started crying. 
Q. Did he just give it to you and walk 

away, or did he give you any kind of expla-
nation? 

A. I think I made a stink. I think I was 
trying to hope that he would convey to the 
Paula Jones attorneys that I didn’t know 
why they were doing this, and this is ridicu-
lous, and he said something or another, there 
is a check here for witness fee. And I said I 
don’t want their stinking money, and so— 

Q. What did you do after, after you got 
through the emotional part? 

A. I went to a pay phone, and I called Mr. 
Jordan. 

Q. Any reason you went to a pay phone, 
and why did you call Mr. Jordan? Two ques-
tions, please. 

A. First is because my office in the Pen-
tagon was probably a room this size and 
has—let’s see, one, two, three, four—four 
other people in it, and there wasn’t much 
privacy. So that I think that’s obvious why 
I wouldn’t want to discuss it there. 

And the second question was why Mr. Jor-
dan— 

Q. Why did you call Mr. Jordan; yes. 
A. Because I couldn’t call Mrs. Currie be-

cause it was—I hadn’t expected to be subpoe-
naed that soon. So she was grieving with her 
brother’s passing away, and I didn’t know 
who else to turn to. So— 

Q. And what—what occurred with that con-
versation with Mr. Jordan? 

A. Well, I remember that—that he couldn’t 
understand me because I was crying. So he 
kept saying: ‘‘I don’t understand what you’re 
saying. I don’t understand what you’re say-
ing.’’ 

And I just was crying and crying and cry-
ing. And so all I remember him saying was: 
‘‘Oh, just come here at 5 o’clock.’’ 

So I did. 
Q. You went to see Mr. Jordan, and you 

were inside his office after 5 o’clock, and you 
did—is that correct? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Were—were you interrupted, in the of-

fice? 
A. Yes. He received a phone call. 
Q. And you testified that you didn’t know 

who that was that called? 
A. Correct. 
Q. Did you excuse yourself? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What—after you came back in, what— 

what occurred? Did he tell you who he had 
been talking to? 

A. No. 
Q. Okay. What happened next? 
A. I know I’ve testified about this— 
Q. Yes. 
A. —so I stand by that testimony, and my 

recollection right now is when I came back 
in the room, I think shortly after he had 
placed a phone call to—to Mr. Carter’s office, 
and told me to come to his office at 10:30 
Monday morning. 

Q. Did you know who Mr. Carter was? 
A. No. 
Q. Did Mr. Jordan tell you who he was? 
A. No—I don’t remember. 
Q. Did you understand he was going to be 

your attorney? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you express any concerns about 

the—the subpoena? 
A. I think that happened before the phone 

call came. 
Q. Okay, but did you express concerns 

about the subpoena? 

A. Yes, yes. 
Q. And what were those concerns? 
A. In general, I think I was just concerned 

about being dragged into this, and I was con-
cerned because the subpoena had called for a 
hatpin, that I turn over a hatpin, and that 
was an alarm to me. 

Q. How—in what sense was it—in what 
sense was it an alarm to you? 

A. The hatpin being on the subpoena was 
evidence to me that someone had given that 
information to the Paula Jones people. 

Q. What did Mr. Jordan say about the sub-
poena? 

A. That it was standard. 
Q. Did he have any—did he have any com-

ment about the specificity of the hatpin? 
A. No. 
Q. And did you— 
A. He just kept telling me to calm down. 
Q. Did you raise that concern with Mr. Jor-

dan? 
A. I don’t remember if—if I’ve testified to 

it, then yes. If—I don’t remember right now. 
Q. Did—would you have remembered then 

if he made any comment or answer about the 
hatpin? 

A. I mean, I think I would. 
Q. And you don’t remember? 
A. I—I remember him saying something 

that it was—you know, calm down, it’s a 
standard subpoena or vanilla subpoena, 
something like that. 

Q. Did you ask Mr. Jordan to call the 
President and advise him of the subpoena? 

A. I think so, yes. I asked him to inform 
the President. I don’t know if it was through 
telephone or not. 

Q. And you did that because the President 
had asked you to make sure you let Betty 
know that? 

A. Well, sure. With Betty not being in the 
office, I couldn’t—there wasn’t anyone else 
that I could call to get through to him. 

Q. Did Mr. Jordan say to you when he 
might see the President next? 

A. I believe he said he would see him that 
evening at a holiday reception. 

Q. Did Mr. Jordan during that meeting 
make an inquiry about the nature of the re-
lationship between you and the President? 

A. Yes, he did. 
Q. What was that inquiry? 
A. I don’t remember the exact wording of 

the questions, but there were two questions, 
and I think they were something like did you 
have sex with the President or did he—and 
if—or did he ask for it or some—something 
like that. 

Q. Did you—what did you suspect at that 
point with these questions from Mr. Jordan 
in terms of did he know or not know about 
this? 

A. Well, I wasn’t really sure. I mean, two 
things. I think there is—I know I’ve testified 
to this, that there was another component to 
all of this being Linda Tripp and her—what 
she might have led me to believe or led me 
to think and how that might have character-
ized how I was perceiving the situation. 

I—I sort of felt that I didn’t know if he was 
asking me as what are you going to say be-
cause I—I don’t know these answer to these 
questions, or he was asking me as I know the 
answer to these questions and what are you 
going to say. So, either way, for me, the an-
swer was no and no. 

Q. And that’s just what I wanted to ask 
you—you did answer no to both of those, 
but— 

A. Yes. 
Q. —as you explained—you didn’t mention 

this directly, but you mentioned in some of 
your earlier testimony about it, that this 
was kind of a wink and—you thought this 
might be a wink-and-nod conversation, 
where he really knew what was going on, 
but— 
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A. Well, I think that’s what I just said. 
Q. —he was testing you to see what you 

would say? 
A. —that I wasn’t—I—that was one of the— 

that was one of the things that went through 
my mind. I mean, it was not—I think that’s 
what I just testified to, didn’t I? 

Q. You didn’t use the term ‘‘wink-and- 
nod,’’ though. 

A. Oh. 
Q. Did you have any conversation with Mr. 

Jordan during that meeting about the spe-
cifics of an affidavit? 

A. No. 
Q. Do you know if the subject of an affi-

davit even came up? 
A. I don’t think so. 
Q. What happened next? Is that when he 

made the call to Mr. Carter, after this con-
versation? 

A. No. He made the call to Mr.—I think— 
well, I think he made the call to Mr. Carter, 
uh, shortly after I came back into the room, 
but I could be wrong. 

Q. And then the meeting concluded after 
that—after the appointment was set up with 
Mr. Carter, the meeting concluded? 

A. Yes. 
SENATOR DeWINE: Mr. Bryant, we’re 

going to need to break sometime in the next 
5 minutes. Is this a good time, or do you 
want to complete— 

MR. BRYANT: This is a good time. 
SENATOR DeWINE: Okay. We’ll take a 5– 

minute break. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the 

record at 12:04 p.m. 
[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back 

on the record at 12:16 p.m. 
SENATOR DeWINE: We are back on the 

record. 
Let me advise House Managers that they 

have consumed one hour and 54 minutes. 
Mr. Bryant, you may proceed. 
MR. BRYANT: Thank you, sir. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Ms. Lewinsky, let me just cover a cou-

ple of quick points, and then I’ll move on to 
another area, at least the next meeting with 
Mr. Jordan and eventual meeting with Mr. 
Carter. 

Back when issues of—we were discussing 
the issues of cover stories, uh, would you tell 
me about the, uh, code name with Betty 
Currie, the President’s secretary and how 
that worked in terms of the use—I guess the 
word ‘‘Kay,’’ the name ‘‘Kay,’’ and were 
there other code names, and when did this 
start? 

A. Sure. First, let me say there’s—from my 
experience with working with Independent 
Counsel on this subject area, there—my ini-
tial memory of things and then what I came 
to learn from, from other evidence, I think, 
are sort of two different things. So I initially 
hadn’t remembered when that had happened 
or what had happened. 

The name ‘‘Kay’’ was used because Betty 
and I first came to know each other and 
know—or, I guess I came to know of Mrs. 
Currie through Walter Kaye, who was a fam-
ily friend, and I think that that—I don’t re-
member when we started using it, but I know 
that by January at some point—by let’s just 
say January, I think, 12th or 13th, we were 
doing that. So I know I was beyond paranoid 
at this point. 

Q. Was ‘‘Kay’’ your code name, so to 
speak? 

A. I believe—yes, yes. So she was ‘‘Kay’’ 
and I was ‘‘Kay.’’ 

Q. So any time, uh—not any time—so you 
used the ‘‘Kay’’ name interchangeably be-
tween the two—just between the two of you? 

A. Just for paging messages. 
Q. And, uh, when we’re talking about that 

Ms. Currie would WAVE you into the White 

House, would that occur when the President 
was there? I mean, you went in— 

A. There—there were times that I went to 
see Mrs. Currie when the President wasn’t 
there. 

Q. Right. And she would WAVE you in. 
A. Correct. 
Q. And there were times other people 

WAVE’d you in when the President wasn’t 
there? 

A. Correct. 
Q. But when the President was there, and 

you were going to see the President, Ms. 
Currie was the one that always WAVE’d you 
in? 

A. Yes, and I think, unless—maybe on the 
occasions of the radio address or it was an 
official function. 

Q. Now, I think we talked a little bit about 
this. During your December the 19th meeting 
with Mr. Jordan, uh, he did schedule you a 
time to meet, uh, and introduce you to Mr. 
Carter? 

A. Correct. 
Q. And that—when was that meeting with 

Mr. Carter scheduled? 
A. Uh, I believe for—it was Monday morn-

ing. I think it was 11 o’clock, around—some-
time around that time. 

Q. And my notes say that would have been 
December the 22nd, 1997. 

A. Correct. 
Q. Did you, uh, call to meet him earlier, 

and if so, why? 
A. Yes. I had—I had had some concerns 

over the weekend that I didn’t know if—if 
Mr. Jordan knew about the relationship or 
didn’t know about the relationship. I was 
concerned about—I’m sure you can under-
stand that I was dealing with a set of facts 
that were very different from what the Presi-
dent knew about being pulled into this case 
in that I had, in fact, disclosed information. 
So I was very paranoid, and, uh, I, uh, I—I 
was trying to—trying to see what Mr. Jordan 
knew was—was trying to inform him, was 
trying to just get a better grasp of what was 
going on. 

Is that—is that clear? No? 
Q. You were—you were worried that Mr. 

Jordan didn’t have a—did not have a grasp of 
what was really going on? 

A. Correct. 
Q. And that would be in terms of actually 

knowing the real relationship between you 
and the President? 

A. Correct. 
Q. So how did you attempt to correct that? 
A. Well, I—I sort of—I think the way it 

came up was I said, uh—I think I said to Mr. 
Jordan—I know I’ve testified to this, uh, 
that—something about what about if some-
one overheard the phone calls that I had 
with him. And Mr. Jordan, I believe, said 
something like: So what? The President’s al-
lowed to call people. 

And then—well. 
Q. Now, was this at a meeting on December 

the 22nd, before you went to see Mr. Carter? 
A. Correct. 
Q. I assume you—you went to Mr. Jordan’s 

office first, and then he was going to escort 
you over and turn you over to Mr. Carter? 

A. Correct. 
Q. And it was at that meeting that you 

brought up the possibility of someone over-
hearing a conversation with the President 
and you—between the two of you? 

A. Yes. 
Q. What else was said at that meeting with 

Mr. Jordan? 
A. I think it covered a topic that I thought 

we weren’t discussing here. 
Q. Uh, okay. All right. I’m not sure. 
A. Okay. Well, I—I know I’ve testified to 

this in my—I think in all three, if not both 
of my grand jury appearances, and I’m very 
happy to stand by that testimony. 

Q. All right. I’m going to go around this a 
little bit without getting into details. You 
had a conversation with Mr. Jordan to de-
tail—to give him more specific details of 
your relationship with the President. 

A. Uh, to give him more details of some of 
the types of phone calls that we had. 

Q. Okay. Uh, did you ask Mr. Jordan had 
he spoken with the President during that 
conversation? 

A. Yes, I believe so. 
Q. And why was this—why did you need to 

know that, or why was it important that you 
know that? 

A. I wanted the President to know I’d been 
subpoenaed. 

Q. Did, uh—in your, uh, proffer, you say 
that you made it clear to Mr. Jordan that 
you would deny the sexual relationship. Do 
you recall saying that in your proffer? 

A. Uh, I know—I know that was written in 
my proffer. 

Q. Okay. Well, I guess the better question 
is did you—did you in fact make that clear 
to Mr. Jordan that you would deny a sexual 
relationship with the President? 

A. I—I’m not really sure. I—this is sort of 
an area that, uh, has been difficult for me. I 
think, as I might have discussed in the grand 
jury, that when I originally wrote this prof-
fer, it was to be a road map and, really, 
something to help me to get immunity and 
not necessarily—it’s not perfect. 

Uh, so, I think that was my intention—I 
know that was my intention of—or at least 
what I thought I was doing—but I never real-
ly thought that this would become the be-all 
and end-all, my proffer. 

Q. Did, uh, did you bring with you to the 
meeting with Mr. Jordan, and for the pur-
pose of carrying it, I guess, to Mr. Carter, 
items in response to this request for produc-
tion? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Did you discuss those items with Mr. 

Jordan? 
A. I think I showed them to him, but I’m 

not 100 percent sure. If I’ve testified that I 
did, then I’d stand by that. 

Q. Okay. How did you select those items? 
A. Uh, actually, kind of in an obnoxious 

way, I guess. I—I felt that it was important 
to take the stand with Mr. Carter and then, 
I guess, to the Jones people that this was ri-
diculous, that they were—they were looking 
at the wrong person to be involved in this. 
And, in fact, that was true. I know and knew 
nothing of sexual harassment. So I think I 
brought the, uh, Christmas cards, that I’m 
sure everyone in this room has probably got-
ten from the President and First Lady, and 
considered that correspondence, and some in-
nocuous pictures and—they were innocuous. 

Q. Were they the kind of items that typi-
cally, an intern would receive or, like you 
said, any one of us might receive? 

A. I think so. 
Q. In other words, it wouldn’t give away 

any kind of special relationship? 
A. Exactly. 
Q. And was that your intent? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you discuss how you selected those 

items with anybody? 
A. I don’t believe so. 
Q. Did Mr. Jordan make any comment 

about those items? 
A. No. 
Q. Were any of these items eventually 

turned over to Mr. Carter? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And did you tell Mr. Jordan at that 

meeting that morning that these were not 
all of the gifts? 

A. I think I—I know I sort of alluded to 
that in my proffer, and I don’t, uh—it’s pos-
sible. I don’t have a specific recollection of 
that. 
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Q. And do you have a recollection of any 

response he may have made if you said that? 
A. No. 
Q. That—did you tell Mr. Jordan that day 

that the, uh, President gave you a hatpin 
and that the hatpin was mentioned in the 
subpoena? 

A. No. 
Q. Did you discuss the hatpin with Mr. Jor-

dan? 
A. On the 22nd? 
Q. Yes. 
A. No. 
Q. Any other time? 
A. Yes. 
Q. When was that? 
A. On the 19th. 
Q. Okay, and what was—I think I may have 

missed that, going through that. Tell me 
about it. 

A. Actually, I think we—we went through 
it. 

Q. You just maybe mentioned it. 
A. I mentioned it when I first mentioned to 

him the subpoena that the hatpin had con-
cerned me. 

Q. What was the significance of that hatpin 
to you? That seems to stand out. Was that— 
was that a— 

A. Right. I think, as I mentioned before, it 
was an alarm to me because it was a specific 
item— 

Q. Right. 
A. —in this list of generalities—I don’t 

know generalities, but of general things— 
you sort of go—hatpin? 

Q. Right. I recall that, but I—I think my 
question was, was it of any special signifi-
cance to you. 

A. Sure. 
Q. Was it, like, the first gift or something, 

that it really stood out above the others? 
A. Yes. It—it was—it was the first gift he 

gave me. It was a thoughtful gift. It was 
beautiful. 

Q. And was the hatpin in that list, that 
group of items that you carried to surrender 
to Mr. Carter? 

A. No. 
Q. And the hatpin was not in that list of 

items that you showed Mr. Jordan? 
A. I—I didn’t show Mr. Jordan a list of 

items. 
Q. No—I thought you said you showed him 

the items. 
A. Correct. 
Q. And the hatpin was not in that group— 

I may have ‘‘list’’— 
A. Oh. 
Q. —but the hatpin was not in that group 

of items— 
A. No, it was not. 
Q. —that you showed Mr. Jordan. Okay. 
Tell us, if you would, how you arrived at 

Mr. Carter’s. I know you rode in a car, but 
Mr. Jordan was with you— 

A. Yes. 
Q. —you went in—and tell us what hap-

pened. 
A. Uh, in the car, we spoke about job 

things. I know he mentioned something 
about, I think, getting in touch with Howard 
Pastor, and I mentioned to Mr. Jordan that 
Mr. Bacon knew Mr. Pastor and had already 
gotten in touch with him, and so he should— 
I just wanted Mr. Jordan to be aware of that. 

Uh, we talked about—it was really all 
about the job stuff because Mr. Jordan—the 
man driving the car—I didn’t want to discuss 
anything with the case. 

Q. But once you arrived, and Mr. Jordan 
made the introduction— 

A. Correct. 
Q. —between the two of you. And did he ex-

plain to Mr. Carter your situation, or did he 
go beyond just the perfunctory introduction? 

A. No. 
Q. Did he leave? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Did you, uh—I guess, generally, what 

did you discuss with Mr. Carter? 
A. The same vanilla story I had kind of— 

well, actually, not even that. I discussed 
with Mr. Carter the, uh, that this was ridicu-
lous, that I was angry, I didn’t want to be in-
volved with this, I didn’t want to be associ-
ated with Paula Jones, with this case. 

Q. Did you, uh— 
A. I asked if I could sue Paula Jones. 

[Laughing.] 
Q. Did you discuss an affidavit? 
A. Yes, I believe I mentioned an affidavit. 
Q. Did you mention, uh, the, uh—well, was 

there discussion about how you could sign an 
affidavit that might be—allow you to skirt 
being called as a witness? 

A. Mr. Carter said that was a possibility 
but that there were other things that we 
should try first; that he, uh, thought—well, 
actually, can I ask my attorneys a question 
for a moment? 

MR. BRYANT: Uh, sure. 
[Witness conferring with counsel.] 
SENATOR DEWINE: Counsel, Ms. 

Lewinsky’s mike is carrying; it’s picking up, 
so we don’t want to— 

THE WITNESS: Sorry. I was only saying 
nice things about you all. 

SENATOR DEWINE: Thank you. 
[Laughter.] 
MR. CACHERIS: So that you’ll know what 

we’re discussing here, as you know, Ms. 
Lewinsky is not required to give up her law-
yer-client privileges, and the question we 
don’t know the answer to and would like to 
address after lunch is whether in fact Mr. 
Carter has testified to this conversation. 

Therefore, perhaps— 
SENATOR DEWINE: All right. Maybe 

counsel at this point could—could you re-
phrase—rephrase the question or ask another 
question, and after lunch, we can come 
back— 

MR. CACHERIS: Or come back. 
SENATOR DEWINE: Well, I don’t want—I 

don’t think he has to move off the general 
area if he can—I’ll leave that up to counsel. 

MR. BRYANT: There may be some mis-
understanding or— 

SENATOR DEWINE: Why don’t you re-
phrase the question, and we’ll see where we 
are. 

MR. BRYANT: —on this issue of—well, on 
this issue of the attorney-client privilege. It 
is our understanding that she is able to tes-
tify. But again, I don’t know, uh, if we’re 
going to resolve that right now. 

SENATOR DEWINE: Why don’t we try to 
resolve that issue over lunch, and— 

MR. BRYANT: Because I do have other 
questions that would relate to this area. 

SENATOR DEWINE: —you can stay in this 
general area. 

MR. BRYANT: Well, I’m not sure I can 
stay in this area too far without other ques-
tions that might arguably be involved in 
that privilege. I can ask them, and you can 
object if you think they’re within that 
range. 

MR. CACHERIS: Well, as I said, it’s our un-
derstanding that under her agreement with 
the Independent Counsel, she has not been 
required to waive her lawyer-client privilege, 
and we don’t want to do so here. That’s that 
simple. And, Mr. Bryant, I want to check to 
see if Mr. Carter has testified about this. If 
he has, then we might be objecting— 

MR. BRYANT: Well, she has already, I 
think, waived that privilege through talking 
with the FBI and those folks. I mean, we 
have statements that concern those con-
versations— 

SENATOR DEWINE: Well, let’s, instead of 
MR. BRYANT: And the 302’s. 

SENATOR DEWINE: Counsel, let me just— 
if I could interrupt both of you, to keep mov-

ing here, Mr. Bryant, you have a choice. You 
can continue on this line of questioning, and 
we will have to deal with that, or you can 
move off of it, and in 20 minutes we’ll be at 
a lunch break and then we can try to resolve 
that. 

MR. BRYANT: To be clear and fair, let’s 
just—let me postpone the rest of this— 

SENATOR DEWINE: That will be fine. 
MR. BRYANT: —exam, and we’ll move 

over to December 28th, and we’ll come back 
if it’s appropriate. 

SENATOR DEWINE: That will be fine. 
THE WITNESS: I’m sorry. I’m not trying 

to be difficult. I’m sorry. 
MR. BRYANT: No. That’s a valid concern; 

it really is. 
Let’s talk a minute—I just don’t want to 

forget to do this; unless I make notes, I for-
get. 

SENATOR LEAHY: You’ve got enough peo-
ple here making notes; I don’t think it’ll 
be—I don’t think it’ll be forgotten. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. We’re going to move in the direction of 

the December 28th, 1997 meeting, and I’m 
going to ask you at some point did you meet 
with the President later in December. 

A. Yes. 
Q. Okay, and what date was that? 
A. December 28th, 1997. 
Q. Thank you. How did the meeting come 

about? 
A. Uh, I contacted Mrs. Currie after Christ-

mas and asked her to find out if the Presi-
dent still wanted to give me his Christmas 
present, or my Christmas present. 

Q. Did Ms. Currie get back to you? 
A. Yes, she did. 
Q. And what was her response? 
A. To come to the White House at 8:30 a.m. 

on the 28th. 
Q. And that would have been Sunday? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you in fact go to the White House on 

that date? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And how did you get in? 
A. I believe the Southwest Gate. 
Q. Did Ms. Currie WAVE you in? 
A. I think so. 
Q. You’ve testified to that previously. 
A. Okay, then I accept that. 
Q. This, uh, meeting on the 28th was a Sun-

day, and Ms. Currie—again, according to 
your prior testimony—WAVE’d you in. This 
was all consistent with what the President 
had told you to do about, number one, com-
ing on weekends; is that correct? 

A. I—I—I don’t think me coming in on that 
Sunday had—I mean, for me, my memory of 
it was that it was a holiday time, so it could 
have been any day. It’s pretty quiet around 
the White House from Christmas to New 
Year’s. 

Q. And it would have been consistent with 
her WAVEing you in when she was there at 
work on Sunday? 

A. Yes. 
Q. That was unusual, though, for her to be 

in on Sunday, wasn’t it? 
A. I—I—I—I think so, but I mean, that’s 

her—I think that’s something you’d have to 
ask her. 

MR. BRYANT: I’m concerned about the 
time. I’m going to go ahead and continue 
with this, and we’ll just stop wherever we 
have a—whenever you tell us to stop. This 
will take a little bit longer than another 15 
minutes or so; but it’s appropriate, I think, 
for us to continue. 

SENATOR DEWINE: Well, frankly, it’s up 
to you. 

MR. BRYANT: Okay. 
SENATOR DEWINE: Do you have a prob-

lem in breaking it? 
MR. BRYANT: No; no, I don’t think so. 
SENATOR DEWINE: I mean, if you do, we 

can take lunch now. I’ll leave that up to you. 
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MR. BRYANT: Uh, why don’t we take the 

lunch now— 
SENATOR DEWINE: All right. No one has 

any objection to that, we will do that. 
THE WITNESS: I never object to food. 
SENATOR DEWINE: Let me just announce 

to counsel you have used 2 hours and 14 min-
utes. It is now 20 minutes until 1. We’ll come 
back here at 20 minutes until 2. And we need 
during this break also to see counsel and try 
to resolve the other issue prior to going back 
in. This is the privilege issue. 

SENATOR LEAHY: Did counsel for Ms. 
Lewinsky have to make a couple phone calls 
first, before we have that discussion? I 
think— 

SENATOR DEWINE: My suggestion would 
be we do that at the last 15 minutes of the 
break. 

SENATOR LEAHY: I think he said he 
wanted to call Mr. Carter; that’s why— 

MR. CACHERIS: Meet you back up here? 
SENATOR DEWINE: Yes. I would also—the 

sergeant-at-arms has asked me to announce 
that the food is on this floor, and since we 
have a very limited period of time, we sug-
gest you try to stay on the floor. 

MS. HOFFMANN: We were planning to go 
back— 

SENATOR DEWINE: Except—I understand. 
I know that you’re— 

MR. CACHERIS: We have our own arrange-
ments. 

SENATOR DEWINE: I know that you have 
your room, and you’ve made your own ar-
rangements, and that’s fine. 

So we will start back in one hour. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going off 

the record at 12:39 p.m. 
[Whereupon, at 12:39 p.m., the deposition 

was recessed, to reconvene at 1:39 p.m. this 
same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back 

on the record at 13:43 hours. 
SENATOR DEWINE: We are now back on 

the record. 
As we broke for lunch, there was an objec-

tion that had been made by Ms. Lewinsky’s 
counsel. Let me call on them at this point 
for statements. 

MR. CACHERIS: Yes. We have examined 
the record during the course of the break, 
and while we know that the immunity agree-
ment does provide for Ms. Lewinsky to main-
tain her lawyer-client privilege, we think in 
this instance, the matter has been testified 
so fully that it has been waived. So the ob-
jection that we lodged is withdrawn. 

SENATOR DEWINE: Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Bryant, you may proceed. 
MR. BRYANT: Thank you, Mr. Senator. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. We’ve got you to the point where Mr. 

Jordan has escorted you to Mr. Carter’s of-
fice and has departed, and you and Mr. Car-
ter have conversations. 

Generally, what did you discuss with Mr. 
Carter? 

A. I guess the—the reasons why I didn’t 
think I should be called in this matter. 

Q. Did he ask you questions? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What type of questions did he ask you? 
A. Um, they ranged from where I lived and 

where I was working to did I have a relation-
ship with the President, did—everything in 
between. 

Q. When he—when he asked you about the 
relationship, did you understand he meant a 
sexual-type relationship? 

A. He asked me questions that—that indi-
cated he was being specific. 

Q. And did—did you deny such a relation-
ship? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did he ask you questions about if you 
were ever alone with the President? 

A. Yes, he did. 
Q. And did you deny that? 
A. I think I mentioned that I might have 

brought the President papers on occasion, 
may have had an occasion to be alone with 
him, but not—not anything I considered sig-
nificant. 

Q. But that was not true either, was it? 
A. No. 
Q. And in fact, that—the fact that you 

brought him papers, that was part of the 
cover-up story? 

A. Correct. 
Q. I’m unclear on a point I want to ask 

you. Also, did Mr. Carter ask you about how 
you perhaps were pulled into this case, and 
you gave some answer about knowing Betty 
Currie and—and Mr. Kaye? Does that ring 
bells? You gave that testimony in your depo-
sition. 

A. That that’s how I got pulled into the 
case? 

Q. Right. Did— 
A. May I see that, please? 
Q. It’s about your denying the relationship 

with the President, and you think maybe 
you got pulled into the case. It’s—certainly, 
it’s—it’s in your grand jury—okay. It’s—it’s 
in the August 1 interview, page 9. This was a 
302 exam from the FBI. 

A. Um— 
MR. BRYANT: Let me give that to her. Let 

me just give it to her to refresh her memory. 
I’m not going to put it in evidence, although 
it’s—it should be there. 

[Handing document.] 
[Witness perusing document.] 
THE WITNESS: I don’t think that’s an ac-

curate representation of what I might have 
said in this interview. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Okay. Would you—how would you have 

related Walter Kaye in that interview? How 
would his name have come up? 

A. In this interview or with Mr. Carter? 
Q. Well, in the interview with Mr. Carter 

that I assume was sort of summarized in 
that— 

A. Right. 
Q. —302, but, yes, with Mr. Carter. 
A. Uh, I think I mentioned that I was 

friendly with Betty Currie, the President’s 
secretary. 

Q. And how would Mr. Kaye’s name have 
come up in the conversation? 

A. Because of how I met Ms. Currie was 
through—that’s how I came to know of Ms. 
Currie and—and first introduced myself to 
her. Excuse me. 

Q. Let’s go back now and resume where we 
were before the lunch break. We were talking 
about the December visit to the White House 
and the conversation with the President. 
You had discussed—well, I think we’re to the 
point where perhaps you—or I’ll ask you to 
bring up your discussion with the President 
about the subpoena and the request for pro-
duction. 

A. Um, part way into my meeting with the 
President, I brought up the concern I had as 
to how I would have been put—how I might 
have been alerted or—not alerted, but how I 
was put on the witness list and how I might 
have been alerted to the Paula Jones’ attor-
neys, and that that was—I was sort of con-
cerned about that. So I discussed that a lit-
tle, and then I said, um, that I was concerned 
about the hatpin. And to the best of my 
memory, he said that that had concerned 
him as well, and— 

Q. Could he have said that bothered him? 
A. He—he could have. I—I mean, I don’t— 

I know that sometimes in the—in my grand 
jury testimony, they’ve put quotations 
around things when I’m attributing state-
ments to other people, and I didn’t nec-

essarily mean that those were direct quotes. 
That was the gist of what I remembered him 
saying. So, concern, bothered, it doesn’t— 

Q. Was—was there a discussion at that 
point as to how someone might have—may 
have discovered the—the hatpin and why? 

A. Well, he asked me if I had told anybody 
about it, and I said no. 

Q. But the two of you reached no conclu-
sion as to how that hatpin came— 

A. No. 
Q. —to appear on the motion? 
A. No. 
Q. Did he appear at all, I think, probably 

surprised that—that you had received a re-
quest for production of documents or the— 
the hatpin was on that document? 

A. I didn’t discuss—we didn’t discuss docu-
ments, request for documents, but with re-
gard to the hatpin, um, I don’t remember 
him being surprised. 

Q. Mm-hmm. How long did the discussion 
last about the—this request for production 
of—of the items? 

A. The topic of the Paula Jones case, 
maybe 5 minutes. Not very much. 

Q. What else was said about that? 
A. About the case? 
Q. Yes. 
A. There was—then, at some point in this 

discussion—I think it was after the hatpin 
stuff—I had said to him that I was concerned 
about the gifts and maybe I should put them 
away or possibly give them to Betty, and as 
I’ve testified numerously, his response was 
either ranging from no response to ‘‘I don’t 
know’’ or ‘‘let me think about it.’’ 

Q. Did the conversation about the—the 
gifts that you just mentioned, did that im-
mediately follow and tie into, if you will, the 
conversation about the request for produc-
tion of items, the hatpin and so forth? Did 
one lead to the other? 

A. I don’t remember. I know the gift con-
versation was subsequent to the hatpin com-
ment, but I—I don’t remember if one led to 
the other. 

Q. What else happened after that? 
A. Hmm, I think we went back to sort of— 

we left that topic, kind of went back to the 
visit. 

Q. Did—which included exchanging the 
Christmas gifts? 

A. Correct. 
Q. Okay. 
A. I had already—he had already given me 

my presents at this point. 
Q. Okay. Did—he gave you some gifts that 

day, and my question to you is what went 
through your mind when he did that, when 
you knew all along that you had just re-
ceived a subpoena to produce gifts. Did that 
not concern you? 

A. No, it didn’t. I was happy to get them. 
Q. All right. Why did it—beyond your hap-

piness in receiving them, why did the sub-
poena aspect of it not concern you? 

A. I think at that moment—I mean, you 
asked me when he gave me those gifts. So, at 
that moment, when I was there, I was happy 
to be with him. I was happy to get these 
Christmas presents. So I was nervous about 
the case, but I had made a decision that I 
wasn’t going to get into it too much— 

Q. Well— 
A. —with a discussion. 
Q. —have you in regards to that—you’ve 

testified in the past that from everything 
that the President had told you about things 
like this, there was never any question that 
you were going to keep everything quiet, and 
turning over all the gifts would prompt the 
Jones attorneys to question you. So you had 
no doubt in your mind, did you not, that you 
weren’t going to turn these gifts over that he 
had just given you? 

A. Uh, I—I think the latter half of your 
statement is correct. I don’t know if you’re 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1225 February 4, 1999 
reading from my direct testimony, but—be-
cause you said—your first statement was 
from everything the President had told you. 
So I don’t know if that was—if those were 
my words or not, but I—no, I was—I—it—I 
was concerned about the gifts. I was worried 
someone might break into my house or con-
cerned that they actually existed, but I 
wasn’t concerned about turning them over 
because I knew I wasn’t going to, for the rea-
son that you stated. 

Q. But the pattern that you had had with 
the President to conceal this relationship, it 
was never a question that, for instance, that 
given day that he gave you gifts that you 
were not going to surrender those to the 
Jones attorneys because that would— 

A. In my mind, there was never a question, 
no. 

Q. I’m just actually looking at your deposi-
tion on page—no, I’m sorry—your grand jury 
proceedings of August the 6th, just to be 
clear, since you raised that question. 

1004 in the book, appendices. 
You indicate that in response to a ques-

tion, ‘‘What do you think the President is 
thinking when he is giving you gifts when 
there is a subpoena covering gifts. I mean, 
does he think in any way, shape or form that 
you’re going to be turning these gifts over?’’ 
And your answer is, ‘‘You know, I can’t an-
swer what he was thinking, but, to me, it 
was—there was never a question in my mind, 
and I—from everything he said to me, I never 
questioned him that we were ever going to 
do anything but keep this private. So that 
meant deny it, and that meant do whatever 
appropriate—take whatever appropriate 
steps needed to be taken, you know, for that 
to happen, meaning that if—if I had to turn 
over every gift—if I had turned over every 
gift he had given me—first of all, the point of 
the affidavit and the point of everything was 
to try to avoid a deposition. So where I’d 
have to sort of—you know, I wouldn’t have 
to lie as much as I would necessarily in an 
affidavit how I saw it,’’ and you continue on, 
just one short paragraph. 

A. Right. 
Q. ‘‘So, by turning over all of these gifts, it 

would at best prompt him to want to ques-
tion me about what kind of friendship I had 
with the President, and they would want to 
speculate and they’d leak it, and my name 
would be trashed and he would be in trou-
ble.’’ 

So you recall giving that testimony? 
A. Yes. I accept—I accept what’s said here. 
Q. Okay. 
A. It’s a little different from what you 

said, but very close. 
Q. Thank you. 
Did the President ever tell you to turn 

over the gifts? 
A. Not that I remember. 
Q. Now, is that—does that bring us to the 

end of this conversation with the President, 
or did other things occur? 

A. I think that the aspect of where this 
case is related, yes. 

Q. Okay. And then you left, and where did 
you go when you left the White House? 

A. I think I went home. 
Q. This is at—at your apartment? 
A. My mother’s apartment. 
Q. Mother’s apartment. 
Did you later that day receive a call from 

Betty Currie? 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Tell us about that. 
A. I received a call from—from Betty, and 

to the best of my memory, she said some-
thing like I understand you have something 
for me or I know—I know I’ve testified to 
saying that—that I remember her saying ei-
ther I know you have something for me or 
the President said you have something for 
me. And to me, it’s a—she said—I mean, this 

is not a direct quote, but the gist of the con-
versation was that she was going to go visit 
her mom in the hospital and she’d stop by 
and get whatever it was. 

Q. Did you question Ms. Currie or ask her, 
what are you talking about or what do you 
mean? 

A. No. 
Q. Why didn’t you? 
A. Because I assumed that it meant the 

gifts. 
Q. Did—did you have other telephone calls 

with her that day? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. What was the purpose of those 

conversations? 
A. I believe I spoke with her a little later 

to find out when she was coming, and I think 
that I might have spoken with her again 
when she was either leaving her house or 
outside or right there, to let me know to 
come out. 

Q. Do—at that time, did you have the call-
er identification— 

A. Yes, I did. 
Q. —on your telephone? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And did you at least on one occasion see 

her cell phone number on your caller-ID that 
day? 

A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Now, Ms. Currie has given different 

versions of what happened there, but I recall 
one that she mentioned about Michael 
Isikoff, that you had called her and said Mi-
chael Isikoff is calling around or called me— 

A. Mm-hmm. 
Q. —about some gifts. 
Did Mr. Isikoff ever call you about the 

gifts? 
A. No. 
Q. Okay. Would there have been—would 

there have been any reason for you not to 
have carried the gifts to Ms. Currie had you 
wanted her—had you called her, would you 
have had her come over to get them from 
you, or does that— 

A. Probably not. 
Q. I mean, is there—is there any doubt in 

your mind that she called you to come pick 
up the gifts? 

A. I don’t think there is any doubt in my 
mind. 

Q. Okay. Let me ask was—I think you did 
something special for her, as I recall, too, or 
her mother. Did you prepare a plant or some-
thing for her to pick up? 

A. Um, no. I just— 
Q. To take to her mother? 
A. I bought a small plant and a balloon. 
Q. Okay. What was your understanding 

about her mother, and was— 
A. Oh, I—I knew her mom was in—was in 

the hospital and was sick, and I think this 
was her second trip to the hospital in several 
months, and it had been a tough year. 

Q. And was she—was Mrs. Currie coming by 
your place on her way to visit her mother in 
the hospital? Do you know that? 

A. That’s what I remember her saying. 
Q. So you prepared—and you bought a gift 

for her mother? 
A. Correct. 
Q. Okay. Do you know what kind of time 

frame this covered? First of all, it was the 
same day, December the 28th, 1997? 

A. Seven, yes. 
Q. Do you know what kind of time frame it 

covered? 
A. I think it was afternoon. I know I’ve 

testified to around 2 o’clock. 
Q. Could it have been later? 
A. Sure. 
Q. So, when Betty Currie came, what— 

what did you have prepared for her? 
A. I had a box from the Gap with some of 

the presents the President had given me, 
taped up in it. 

Q. What happened when she arrived? 
A. Uh, I think I walked out to the car and 

asked her to hold onto this, and I think we 
talked about her mom for a few minutes. 
Um— 

Q. Did she call you right before she ar-
rived, or did you just go wait for her in the 
building? 

A. I think she called me right before she— 
at some point, I think, before she—either 
when she was leaving or she was outside. 

Q. Do you know—did you have any indica-
tion from Ms. Currie what she was going to 
do with that box of gifts? 

A. Um, I know I’ve testified to this. I 
don’t—I don’t remember. I think maybe she 
said something about putting it in a closet, 
but whatever I—I stand by whatever I’ve said 
in my testimony about it. 

Q. But she was supposed to keep these for 
you? 

A. Well, I had asked her to. 
Q. Okay. Did Ms. Currie ask you at any 

time about what was in the box? 
A. No, or not that I recall, I guess I should 

say. 
Q. What was the—in your mind, what was 

the purpose of having Ms. Currie retain these 
gifts as opposed to another friend of yours? 

A. Hmm, I know I’ve testified to this, and 
I can’t—can I look at my grand jury—I 
mean, I don’t really remember sitting here 
right now, but if I could look at my grand 
jury testimony, I—or I’d just stand by it. 

Q. We will pass that to you. 
A. Okay. Thank you. 
[Witness handed documents.] 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. The answer I’m looking for is—if this re-

freshes your recollection is that turning 
these over was a reassurance to the Presi-
dent that everything was okay. Is that— 

A. Can I read it in context, please? 
Q. Sure, sure. 
A. Thank you. 
[Witness perusing document.] 
THE WITNESS: I—I—I stand by this testi-

mony. I mean, I’d just note that it—what I’m 
saying here about giving it to the President 
or the assurance to the President is how I 
saw it at that point, not necessarily how I 
felt then. So I think you asked me what— 
why I didn’t at that point, and I’m just— 
that’s what’s a little more clear there, just 
to be precise. I’m sorry. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Okay. Did you have any later conversa-

tions with either Ms. Currie or the President 
about these gifts in the box? 

A. No. 
Q. Let me direct your attention to your 

meeting with Vernon Jordan on December 
the 31st of 1997. Was that to go back and talk 
about the job again? 

A. Little bit, but the—the—for me, the 
point of that meeting was I had gotten to a 
point where Linda Tripp wasn’t returning 
my phone calls, and so I felt that I needed to 
devise some way, that somehow—to kind of 
cushion the shock of what would happen if 
Linda Tripp testified all the facts about my 
relationship, since I had never disclosed that 
to the President. So that was sort of my in-
tention in meeting with Mr. Jordan, was 
hoping that I could give a little information 
and that would get passed on. 

Q. This was at a meeting for breakfast at 
the Park Hyatt Hotel? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Were just the two of you present? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you discuss other things, other than 

Linda Tripp and your job search? 
A. I think we talked about what each of us 

were doing New Year’s Eve. 
Q. Specifically about some notes that you 

had at your apartment? 
A. Oh, yes. I’m sorry. 
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Um, well, I mean, that really was in rela-

tion to discussing Linda Tripp. So— 
Q. And the Jones lawyers, too. Was that 

right? 
A. Um, I—I don’t know that I discussed the 

Jones lawyers. If I’ve testified that I dis-
cussed the Jones lawyers, then I did, but— 

Q. Okay. Well, tell us about the notes. 
A. Well, the—sort of the—I don’t know 

what to call it, but the story that I gave to 
Mr. Jordan was that I was trying to sort of 
alert to him that, gee, maybe Linda Tripp 
might be saying these things about me hav-
ing a relationship with the President, and 
right now, I’m explaining this to you. These 
aren’t the words that I used or how I said it 
to him, and that, you know, maybe she had 
seen drafts of notes, trying to obviously give 
an excuse as to how Linda Tripp could pos-
sibly know about my relationship with the 
President without me having been the one to 
have told her. So that’s what I said to him. 

Q. And what was his response? 
A. I think it was something like go home 

and make sure—oh, something about a—I 
think he asked me if they were notes from 
the President to me, and I said no. I know 
I’ve testified to this. I stand by that testi-
mony, and I’m just recalling it, that I said 
no, they were draft notes or notes that I sent 
to the President, and then I believe he said 
something like, well, go home and make sure 
they’re not there. 

Q. And what did you do when you went 
home? 

A. I went home and I searched through 
some of my papers, and—and the drafts of 
notes I found, I sort of—I got rid of some of 
the notes that day. 

Q. So you threw them away? 
A. Mm-hmm. 
THE REPORTER: Is that a ‘‘yes’’? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. Sorry. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. On your way home, you were with Mr. 

Jordan? I mean, he carried—did he carry you 
someplace or take you home, drop you off? 

A. Yes, he dropped me off. 
Q. Okay. On the way home— 
A. It wasn’t on the way to my home, but— 
Q. Okay. Did he—did you tell him that you 

had had an affair with the President? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What was his response? 
A. No response. 
Q. When was the next time—well, let me 

direct your attention to Monday, January 
the 5th, 1998. You had an occasion to meet 
with your lawyer, Mr. Carter, about your 
case, possible depositions, and so forth. 

Did you have some concern at that point 
about those depositions and how you might 
answer questions in the Paula Jones case? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Did you reach any sort of determination 

or resolution of those concerns by talking to 
Mr. Carter? 

A. No. 
Q. What’s the status of the affidavit at this 

point? Is there one? 
A. No. 
Q. Do you recall any other concerns or 

questions that either you or Mr. Carter may 
have presented to each other during that 
meeting? 

A. I think I—I think it was in that meeting 
I brought up the notion of having my family 
present, if I had to do a deposition, and he 
went through what—I believe we discussed— 
at this point, I think I probably knew at this 
point I was going to sign an affidavit, but it 
wasn’t created yet, and I believe we dis-
cussed what—if the affidavit wasn’t, I guess, 
successful—I don’t know how you’d say le-
gally—say that legally—but what a deposi-
tion would be like, sitting at a table. 

Q. I’ll bet he never told you it would be 
like this, did he? 

A. No. 
Q. Did you try to contact the President 

after you left the meeting with Mr. Carter? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you reached Betty Currie? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you told her to pass along to the 

President that you wanted—it was impor-
tant to talk with him? 

A. Yes. 
Q. You may have mentioned to her some-

thing about signing something? 
A. Right; I might have. 
Q. What response did you get from that 

telephone call? 
A. Uh, Betty called me back, maybe an 

hour or two later, and put the President 
through. 

Q. And what was that conversation? 
A. I know I’ve testified to this, and it was 

sort of two-fold. On the one hand, I was, uh, 
upset, so I was sort of in a pissy mood and a 
little bit contentious. Uh, but more related 
to the case, uh, I had concerns that from 
questions Mr. Carter had asked me about 
how I got my job at the Pentagon and trans-
ferred and, and, uh, I was concerned as to 
how to answer those questions because those 
questions involved naming other people who 
I thought didn’t like me at the White House, 
and I was worried that those people might 
try and—just to get me in trouble because 
they didn’t like me—so that if they were 
then—I mean, I had no concept of what ex-
actly happens in these legal proceedings, and 
I thought, well, maybe if I say Joe Schmo 
helped me get my job, then they’d go inter-
view Joe Schmo, and so, if Joe Schmo said, 
‘‘No, that’s not true,’’ because he didn’t like 
me, then I didn’t want to get in trouble. So— 

Q. Did there appear to be a question pos-
sibly about how you—how you got the job at 
the Pentagon? Did you fear for some ques-
tions there? 

A. Yes. I think I tend to be sort of a detail- 
oriented person, and so I think it was, uh, 
my focusing on the details and thinking ev-
erything had to be a very detailed answer 
and not being able to kind of step back and 
look at how I could say it more generally. So 
that’s what concerned me. 

Q. Mm-hmm. This— 
A. Because clearly, I mean, I would have 

had to say, ‘‘Gee, I was transferred from the 
Pentagon because I had this relationship 
that I’m not telling you about with the 
President.’’ So there was—there was that 
concern for me there. 

Q. And what did the President tell you that 
you could say instead of saying something 
like that? 

A. That the people in Legislative Affairs 
helped me get the job—and that was true. 

Q. Okay, but it was also true, to be com-
plete, that they moved you out into the Pen-
tagon because of the relationship with the 
President? 

A. Right. 
Q. Did—did the subject of the affidavit 

come up with the President? 
A. Yes, towards the end of the conversa-

tion. 
Q. And how did—tell us how that occurred. 
A. I believe I asked him if he wanted to see 

a copy of it, and he said no. 
Q. Well, I mean, how did you introduce 

that into the subject—into the conversation? 
A. I don’t really remember. 
Q. Did he ask you, well, how’s the affidavit 

coming or— 
A. No, I don’t think so. 
Q. But you told him that you had one being 

prepared, or something? 
A. I think I said—I think I said, you know, 

I’m going to sign an affidavit, or something 
like that. 

Q. Did he ask you what are you going to 
say? 

A. No. 
Q. And this is the time when he said some-

thing about 15 other affidavits? 
A. Correct. 
Q. And tell us as best as you can recall 

what—how that—how that part of the con-
versation went. 

A. I think that was the—sort of the other 
half of his sentence as, No, you know, I don’t 
want to see it. I don’t need to—or, I’ve seen 
15 others. 

It was a little flippant. 
Q. In his answer to this proceeding in the 

Senate, he has indicated that he thought he 
had—might have had a way that he could 
have you—get you to file a—basically a true 
affidavit, but yet still skirt these issues 
enough that you wouldn’t be called as a wit-
ness. 

Did he offer you any of these suggestions 
at this time? 

A. He didn’t discuss the content of my affi-
davit with me at all, ever. 

Q. But, I mean, he didn’t make an offer 
that, you know, here’s what you can do, or 
let me send you over something that can 
maybe keep you from committing perjury? 

A. No. We never discussed perjury. 
Q. On—well, how did that conversation 

end? Did you talk about anything else? 
A. I said goodbye very abruptly. 
Q. The next day—well, on January the 

6th—I’m not sure exactly what day we are— 
1998, did you pick up a draft of the affidavit 
from Mr. Carter? 

A. Yes, I did. 
Q. What did you do with that draft? 
A. I read it and went through it. 
Q. How did it look? 
A. I don’t really remember my reaction to 

it. I know I had some changes. I know there’s 
a copy of this draft affidavit that’s part of 
the record, but— 

Q. Were portions of it false? 
A. Incomplete and misleading. 
Q. Did you take that affidavit to Mr. Jor-

dan? 
A. I dropped off a copy in his office. 
Q. Did you have any conversation with him 

at that point or some later point about that 
affidavit? 

A. Yes, I did. 
Q. And tell us about that. 
A. I had gone through and had, I think, as 

it’s marked—can I maybe see? Isn’t there a 
copy of the draft? 

[Witness handed document.] 
[Witness perusing document.] 
The WITNESS: Thank you. 
SENATOR DeWINE: Mr. Bryant, can you 

reference for the record at this point? 
MR. BRYANT: Okay. 
SENATOR DeWINE: If you can. 
MR. BRYANT: It would be— 
MR. SCHIPPERS: 1229. 
SENATOR DeWINE: 1229? 
MR. SCHIPPERS: Yes. 
SENATOR DeWINE: All right. Thank you. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Okay. Have you had an opportunity to 

review the draft of your affidavit? 
A. I—yes. 
Q. Okay. What—do you have any comment 

or response? 
A. I received it. I made the suggested 

changes, and I believe I spoke with Mr. Jor-
dan about the changes I wanted to make. 

Q. Did he have any comment on your pro-
posed changes? 

A. I think he said the part about Lewis & 
Clark College was irrelevant. I’d have to see 
the—I don’t believe it’s in the final copy in 
the affidavit, so—but I could be mistaken. 

Q. At this point, of course, you had a law-
yer, Mr. Carter, who was representing your 
interest. Mr. Jordan was—I’m not sure if 
he—how you would characterize him, but 
would it—would it be that you view Mr. Jor-
dan as, in many ways, Mr.—the President—if 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1227 February 4, 1999 
Mr. Jordan knew it, the President knew it, 
or something of that nature? 

A. I think I testified to something similar 
to that. I felt that, I guess, that Mr. Jordan 
might have had the President’s best interest 
at heart and my best interest at heart, so 
that that was sort of maybe a—some sort of 
a blessing. 

Q. I think, to some extent, what you—what 
you had said was getting Mr. Jordan’s ap-
proval was basically the same thing as get-
ting the President’s approval. Would you 
agree with that? 

A. Yeah. I believe that—yes, I believe 
that’s how I testified to it. 

Q. The fact that you assume that Mr. Jor-
dan was in contact with the President—and I 
believe the evidence would support that 
through his own testimony that he had 
talked to the President about the signed affi-
davit and that he had kept the President up-
dated on the subpoena issue and the job 
search— 

A. Sir, I’m not sure that I knew he was 
having contact with the President about 
this. I—I think what I said was that I felt 
that it was getting his approval. It didn’t 
necessarily mean that I felt he was going to 
get a direct approval from the President. 

I’m sorry to interrupt you. 
Q. Oh, that’s fine. At any time you need to 

clarify a point, please—please feel free to do 
so. 

Did—did—did you have any indication 
from Mr. Jordan that he—when he discussed 
the signed affidavit with the President, they 
were discussing some of the contents of the 
affidavit? Did you have— 

A. Before I signed it or— 
Q. No; during the drafting stage. 
A. No, absolutely not—either/or. I didn’t. 

No, I did not. 
Q. Now, the changes that you had pro-

posed, did Mr. Jordan agree to those 
changes? 

A. I believe so. 
Q. And then you somehow reported those 

changes back to Mr. Carter or to someone 
else? 

A. No. I believe I spoke with Mr. Carter the 
next morning, before I went in to see him, 
and that’s when I—I believe that’s—I dic-
tated the changes. 

Q. Okay. Mr. Jordan did not relay the 
changes to Mr. Carter—you did? 

A. I know I relayed the changes, these 
changes to Mr. Carter. 

Q. Specifically, the concerns that you had 
about—about the draft, what did they in-
clude, the changes? 

A. I think one of the—I think what con-
cerned me—and I believe I’ve testified to 
this—was—was in Number 6. Even just men-
tioning that I might have been alone with 
the President, I was concerned that that 
would give the Jones people enough ammuni-
tion to want to talk to me, to think, oh, 
well, maybe if she was alone with him that— 
that he propositioned me or something like 
that, because I hadn’t—of course, I mean, 
you remember that at this point, I had no 
idea the amount of knowledge they had 
about the relationship. So— 

Q. Did—Mr. Carter, I assume, made those 
changes, and then you subsequently signed 
the affidavit? 

A. We worked on it in his office, and then, 
yes, I signed the affidavit. 

Q. Is this the same day— 
A. Yes. 
Q. —at this point? 
A. This was the 7th? 
Q. Yes. 
A. Correct. 
Q. Did—did you take the signed—or a copy 

of the signed affidavit, I should say—did you 
take a copy—did you keep a copy? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you give it to anyone or give anyone 
else a copy? 

A. No. 
Q. Now, did you, the next day on the 8th, 

go to New York for some interviews for jobs? 
A. It was—it—I either went later on the 

7th or on the 8th, but around that time, yes. 
Q. Was this a place that you had already 

interviewed? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And I assume this was at McAndrews 

and Forbes? 
A. Yes. 
Q. How did you feel that the interview 

went? 
A. I—I know I characterized it in my grand 

jury testimony as having not gone very well. 
Q. Okay. I think you also mentioned it 

went very poorly, too. Does that sound—does 
that ring a bell? 

A. Sure. 
Q. Why? Why would you so characterize it? 
A. Well, as I’ve had a lot of people tell me, 

I’m a pessimist, but also I—I wasn’t pre-
pared. I was in a waiting room downstairs at 
McAndrews and Forbes, and—or at least, I 
thought it was a waiting room—and Mr. 
Durnan walked into the room unannounced, 
and the interview began. So I felt that I 
started on the wrong foot, and I just didn’t 
feel that I was as articulate as I could have 
been. 

Q. Did you call Mr. Jordan after that? 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Did you express those same concerns? 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. What did he say? 
A. And this is a little fuzzy for me. I know 

that I had a few phone calls with him in that 
day. I think in this call, he said, you know, 
‘‘Don’t worry about it.’’ I—my testimony is 
probably more complete on this. I’m sorry. 

Q. What—what other phone calls did you 
have with him that day? 

A. I remember talking to—I know that at 
some point, he said something about that 
he’d call the chairman, and then I think he 
said just at some point not to worry. He was 
always telling me not to worry because I al-
ways—I overreact a little bit. 

Q. All total, how many calls did you have 
with him that day—your best guess? 

A. I have no idea. 
Q. More than two? 
A. I—I don’t know. 
Q. Can you think of any other subjects the 

two of you would have talked about? 
A. I don’t think so. 
Q. Did he, Mr. Jordan, tell you that he had 

talked to the chairman, or Mr. Perelman, 
whatever his title is? 

A. I’m sorry. I know I’ve testified to this. 
I don’t—I think so. 

Q. And you had—did you have additional 
interviews at this company or a subsidiary? 

A. Yes, I—well, I had with the sort of, I 
guess, daughter—daughter company, Revlon. 
I had an interview with Revlon the next day. 

Q. And you were offered a job? 
A. Yes, I was. 
Q. About the 9th or so? That would have 

been 2 days after the affidavit? 
A. Oh. Actually, no. I think I was offered a 

position, whatever that Friday was. Oh, yes, 
the 9th. I’m sorry. You’re right. 

Oh, wait. It was either the 9th or the 13th— 
or the 12th—the 9th or the 12th. 

Q. Okay. Now, I’m—I was looking away. 
I’m confused. 

A. That’s okay. I—my interview was on the 
9th, and I don’t remember right now—I know 
I’ve testified to this—whether I found out 
that afternoon or it was on Monday that I 
got the informal offer. 

Q. Mm-hmm. 
A. So, if you want to tell me what I said in 

my grand jury testimony, I’ll be happy to af-
firm that. 

Q. I think we may be talking about per-
haps an informal offer. Does that—on the 
9th? 

A. Yes. I know it was—okay. Was it on 
the—I don’t— 

Q. Yes. 
A. —remember if it was the 9th or the 

13th— 
A. Okay. 
Q. —but I know Ms. Sideman called me to 

extend an informal offer, and I accepted. 
Q. Okay. Now, in regard to the affidavit— 

do you still have your draft in front of you? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. In paragraph number 3, you say: ‘‘I can 

not fathom any reason—fathom any reason 
why—that the plaintiff would seek informa-
tion from me for her case.’’ 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did Mr. Carter at all go into the gist of 

the Paula Jones lawsuit, the sexual harass-
ment part of it, and tell you what it was 
about? 

A. I think I knew what it was about. 
Q. All right. And then you indicated that 

you didn’t like the part about the doors, 
being behind closed doors, but on the sexual 
relationship, paragraph 8, the first sentence, 
‘‘I’ve never had a sexual relationship with 
the President’’— 

A. Mm-hmm. 
Q. —that’s not true, is it? 
A. No. I haven’t had intercourse with the 

President, but— 
Q. Was that the distinction you made when 

you signed that affidavit, in your own mind? 
A. That was the justification I made to 

myself, yes. 
Q. Let me send you the final affidavit. It 

might be a little easier to work from— 
A. Okay. 
Q. —than the—than the original. 
MR. BRYANT: Do we have all the—1235. 
[Witness handed document.] 
SENATOR DeWINE: Congressman? 
MR. BRYANT: Yes. 
SENATOR DeWINE: We’re down to 3 min-

utes on the tape. Would now be a good time 
to have him switch tapes and then we’ll go 
right back in? 

MR. BRYANT: Okay, that would be fine. 
SENATOR DeWINE: I think we’ll hold 

right at the table, and we’ll get the tapes 
switched. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Okay, we will do 
that now. 

This marks the end of Videotape Number 2 
in the deposition of Monica S. Lewinsky. 

We are going off the record at 14:31 hours. 
[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This marks the be-

ginning of Videotape Number 3 in the deposi-
tion of Monica S. Lewinsky. The time is 14:44 
hours. 

SENATOR DeWINE: We are back on the 
record. 

Let me advise counsel that you have used 
3 hours and 2 minutes. 

Congressman Bryant, you may continue. 
MR. BRYANT: Thank you, sir. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Ms. Lewinsky, let me just follow up on 

some points here, and then I’ll move toward 
the conclusion of my direct examination 
very, very quickly, I hope. 

In regard to the affidavit—I think you still 
have it in front of you—the final copy of the 
affidavit—I wanted to revisit your answer 
about paragraph 8— 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. —and also refer you to your grand jury 

testimony of August the 6th. This begins 
on—actually, it is on page 1013 of the—it 
should be the Senate record, in the appen-
dices, but it’s your August 6th, 1998, grand 
jury testimony. 

And it’s similar to the—my question about 
paragraph 8 about the sexual relationship— 
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and I notice you—you now carve out an ex-
ception to that by saying you didn’t have 
intercourse, but I would direct your atten-
tion to a previous answer and ask if you can 
recall being asked this question in your 
grand jury testimony and ask—giving the 
answer—the question is: ‘‘All right. Let me 
ask you a straightforward question. Para-
graph 8, at the start, says, quote, ’I have 
never had a sexual relationship with the 
President,’ unquote. Is that true?,’’ and your 
answer is, ‘‘No.’’ 

Now, do you have any comment about why 
your answer still would not be no, that that 
is not a true statement in paragraph 8? 

A. I think I was asked a different question. 
Q. Okay. 
A. My recollection, sir, was that you asked 

me if that was a lie, if paragraph 8 was—I— 
I’m not trying to— 

Q. Okay. Well, if—if I ask you today the 
same question that was asked in your grand 
jury, is your statement, quote, ‘‘I have never 
had a sexual relationship with the Presi-
dent,’’ unquote, is that a true statement? 

A. No. 
Q. Okay, that’s good. 
Now, also in paragraph 8, you mention that 

there were occasions after you left—I think 
it looks like the—the last sentence in para-
graph 8, ‘‘The occasions that I saw the Presi-
dent after I left my employment at the 
White House in April 1996 were official recep-
tions, formal functions, or events related to 
the United States Department of Defense, 
where I was working at the time,’’ period— 
actually the last sentence, ‘‘There were 
other people present on those occasions.’’ 
Now, that also is not a truthful statement; is 
that correct? 

A. It—I think I testified that this was mis-
leading. It’s incomplete— 

Q. Okay. It’s not a truthful statement? 
A. —and therefore, misleading. 
Well, it—it is true; it’s not complete. 
Q. Okay. All right. Now, I will accept that. 
A. Okay. Thank you. 
Q. Thank you. 
Going back to the gift retrieval of Decem-

ber the 28th, I want to be clear that we’re on 
the same sheet of music on this one. As I un-
derstand, there’s no doubt in your mind that 
Betty Currie called you, initiated the call to 
you to pick up the gifts? She— 

A. That’s how I remember this event. 
Q. And you went through that process, and 

at the very end, you were sitting out in the 
car with her, with a box of gifts, and it was 
only at that time that you asked her to keep 
these gifts for you? 

A. I don’t think I said ‘‘gifts.’’ I don’t— 
Q. Or keep this package? 
A. I think I said—gosh, was it in the car 

that I said that or on the phone? I think it 
was in the car. I—I’m—I don’t know if that 
makes a difference. 

Q. But this was at the end of a process that 
Betty Currie had initiated by telephone ear-
lier that day to come pick up something that 
you have for her? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. Now, were you ever under the im-

pression from anything that the President 
said that you should turn over all the gifts 
to the Jones lawyers? 

A. No, but where this is a little tricky— 
and I think I might have even mentioned 
this last weekend—was that I had an occa-
sion in an interview with one of the—with 
the OIC—where I was asked a series of state-
ments, if the President had made those, and 
there was one statement that Agent Phalen 
said to me—I—there were—other people, 
they asked me these statements—this is 
after the President testified and they asked 
me some statements, did you say this, did 
you say this, and I said, no, no, no. And 
Agent Phalen said something, and I think it 

was, ‘‘Well, you have to turn over whatever 
you have.’’ And I said to you, ‘‘You know, 
that sounds a little bit familiar to me.’’ 

So that’s what I can tell you on that. 
Q. That’s in the 302 exam? 
A. I don’t know if it’s in the 302 or not, but 

that’s what happened. 
Q. Uh-huh. 
A. Or, that’s how I remember what hap-

pened. 
Q. Okay. And your response to the question 

in the deposition that I just asked you—were 
you ever under the impression from anything 
the President said that you should have— 
that you should turn over all the gifts to the 
Jones lawyers—your answer in that deposi-
tion was no. 

A. And which date was that, please? 
Q. The deposition was August the 26th. 
A. Oh, the 26th. 
Q. Yes. 
A. It might have been after that, or maybe 

it was—I don’t— 
Q. Okay. I wanted to ask you, too, about a 

couple of other things in terms of your testi-
mony. Regarding the affidavit—and this ap-
pears to be, again, grand jury testimony— 

A. Sir, do you have a copy that I could 
look at if you’re going to— 

Q. Sure. August, the August 6th—233—it’s 
the—it’s this page here. 

While we’re looking at that, let me ask 
you a couple other things here. I wanted to 
ask you—I talked to you a little bit about 
the President today and your feelings today 
that persist that you think he’s a good Presi-
dent, and I assume you think he’s a very in-
telligent man? 

A. I think he’s an intelligent President. 
[Laughter.] 
MR. BRYANT: Okay. Thank goodness, this 

is confidential; otherwise, that might be the 
quote of the day. I know we won’t see that in 
the paper, will we? 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Referring to January the 18th, 1998, the 

President had a conversation with Betty 
Currie, and he made five statements to her. 
One was that ‘‘I was never really alone with 
Monica; right?’’ That’s one. That’s not true, 
is it, that ‘‘I was never alone with’’— 

A. Sir, I was not present for that conversa-
tion. I don’t feel comfortable— 

Q. Let me ask you, though—I realize none 
of us were there—but that statement, ‘‘I was 
never really alone with Monica; right?’’— 
that was not—he was alone with you on 
many occasions, was he not? 

A. I—I’m not trying to be difficult, but I 
feel very uncomfortable making judgments 
on what someone else’s statement when 
they’re defining things however they want to 
define it. So if you—if you ask me, Monica, 
were you alone with the President, I will say 
yes, but I’m not comfortable characterizing 
what someone else says— 

Q. Okay. 
A. —passing judgment on it. I’m sorry. 
Q. Were you—was Betty Currie always with 

you when the President was with you? 
A. Betty Currie was always at the White 

House when I went to see the President at 
the White House after I left working at the 
White House. 

Q. But was—at all times when you were 
alone with the President, was Betty Currie 
always there with you? 

A. Not there in the room. 
Q. Okay. Did—did—did you come on to the 

President, and did he never touch you phys-
ically? 

A. I guess those are two separate ques-
tions, right? 

Q. Yes, they are. 
A. Did I come on to him? Maybe on some 

occasions. 
Q. Okay. 
A. Not initially. 

Q. Okay. Not initially. 
A. I— 
Q. Did he ever—did he ever touch you? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. Could Betty Currie see and hear 

everything that went on between the two of 
you all the time? 

A. I can’t answer that. I’m sorry. 
Q. As far as you know, could she see and 

hear everything that went on between the 
two of you? 

A. Well, if I was in the room, I couldn’t— 
I—I couldn’t be in the room and being able to 
see if Betty Currie could see and hear what 
was— 

Q. I think I— 
MR. STEIN: Wouldn’t it be a little speed-

ier—if I may make this observation, you 
have her testimony; you have the evidence 
of— 

SENATOR DeWINE: Counsel, is this an ob-
jection? 

MR. STEIN: I just would ask him to draw 
whatever inferences there were to speed this 
up. 

SENATOR DeWINE: I’ll ask him to re-
phrase the question. 

MR. BRYANT: I would just stop at that 
point. I think, uh, that’s enough of that. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. The President also had conversations 

with Mr. Blumenthal on January the 21st, 
1998, and indicated that you came on to the 
President and made a sexual demand. At the 
initial part of this, did you come on to the 
President and make a sexual demand on the 
President? 

A. No. 
Q. At the initial meeting on November the 

15th, 1995, did he ever rebuff you from these 
advances, or from any kind of— 

A. On November 15th? 
Q. November 15th. Did he rebuff you? 
A. No. 
Q. Did you threaten him on November 15th, 

1995? 
A. No. 
Q. On January 23rd, 1998, the President told 

John Podesta that—many things. I’ll—I’ll 
withdraw that. Let me go—kind of wind this 
down. I’d like to save some time for redirect. 

You’ve indicated that with regard to the 
affidavit and telling the truth, there is some 
testimony I’d like to read you from your 
deposition that we started out—August the 
6th—I’m sorry—the grand jury, August 6th, 
1998— 

MS. MILLS: What internal page number? 
MR. SCHIPPERS: 1021 internal, 233. 
MR. BRYANT: Okay, we need to get her a 

copy. 
MR. SCHIPPERS: Do you have the August 

6th still over there? 
THE WITNESS: I can share with Sydney— 

if you don’t mind. 
[Witness perusing document.] 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Beginning—do you have page 233— 
A. Uh-huh. 
Q. —okay—beginning at line 6— 
A. Okay. 
Q. —it reads—would you prefer to read 

that? Why don’t you read— 
A. Out loud? 
Q. Would you read it out loud? 
A. Okay. 
Q. Through line 16—6 through 16. This is 

your answer. 
A. ‘‘Sure. Gosh. I think to me that if—if 

the President had not said the Betty and let-
ters cover, let’s just say, if we refer to that, 
which I’m talking about in paragraph 4, page 
4, I would have known to use that. So to me, 
encouraging or asking me to lie would 
have—you know, if the President had said, 
Now, listen, you’d better not say anything 
about this relationship, you’d better not tell 
them the truth, you’d better not—for me, the 
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best way to explain how I feel what happened 
was, you know, no one asked or encouraged 
me to lie, but no one discouraged me, ei-
ther.’’ 

Q. Okay. That—that statement, is that 
consistent in your view with what you’ve 
testified to today? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. Look at page 234, which is right 

below there. 
A. Okay. [Perusing document.] 
Q. Beginning with the—your answer on line 

4, and read down, if you could, to line 14—4 
through 14. 

A. ‘‘Yes and no. I mean, I think I also said 
that Monday that it wasn’t as if the Presi-
dent called me and said, You know, Monica, 
you’re on the witness list. This is going to be 
really hard for us. We’re going to have to tell 
the truth and be humiliated in front of the 
entire world about what we’ve done, which I 
would have fought him on, probably. That 
was different. And by him not calling me and 
saying that, you know, I knew what that 
meant. So I, I don’t see any disconnect be-
tween paragraph 10 and paragraph 4 on the 
page. Does that answer your question?’’ 

Q. Okay. Now, has that—has your testi-
mony today been consistent with that provi-
sion? 

A. I—I think so. 
Q. Okay. 
A. I’ve intended for my testimony to be 

consistent with my grand jury testimony. 
Q. Okay. And one final read just below 

that, line 16 through 24. 
A. ‘‘Did you understand all along that he 

would deny the relationship also?’’ 
‘‘Mm-hmm, yes.’’ 
Q. And 19 through 24—the rest of that. 
A. Oh, sorry. 
‘‘And when you say you understood what it 

meant when he didn’t say, Oh, you know you 
must tell the truth, what did you understand 
that to mean?’’ 

‘‘That, that, as we had on every other occa-
sion and in every other instance of this rela-
tionship, we would deny it.’’ 

MR. BRYANT: Okay. 
Could we have just—go off the record here 

a minute? 
SENATOR DeWINE: Sure. Let’s go off the 

record at this point. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the 

record at 1459 hours. 
[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going back 

on the record at 1504 hours. 
SENATOR DeWINE: Manager Bryant, you 

may proceed. 
MR. BRYANT: Thank you, Senator. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Ms. Lewinsky, I have just a few more 

questions here. 
With regard to the false affidavit, you do 

admit that you filed an untruthful affidavit 
with the court in the Jones case; is that cor-
rect? 

A. I think I—I—yes—I mean, it was incom-
plete and misleading, and— 

Q. Okay. With regard to the cover stories, 
on December the 6th, you and the President 
went over cover stories, and in the same con-
versation he encouraged you to file an affi-
davit in the Jones case; is that correct? 

A. No. 
MS. SELIGMAN: I think that misstates 

the record. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. All right. On December the 17th. Let’s 

try December 17; all right? 
A. Okay. 
Q. You and the President went over cover 

stories—that’s the telephone conversation— 
A. Okay—I’m sorry—can you repeat the 

question? 
Q. Okay. On December 17th, you and the 

President went over cover stories in a tele-
phone conversation. 

A. Correct. 
Q. And in that same telephone conversa-

tion, he encouraged you to file an affidavit 
in the Jones case? 

A. He suggested I could file an affidavit. 
Q. Okay. With regard to the job, between 

your meeting with Mr. Jordan in early No-
vember and December the 5th when you met 
with Mr. Jordan again, you did not feel that 
Mr. Jordan was doing much to help you get 
a job; is that correct? 

MS. SELIGMAN: Objection. Misstates the 
record. 

BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Okay. You can answer that. 
A. It— 
Q. Let me repeat it. Between your meeting 

with Mr. Jordan in early November and De-
cember the 5th when you met with Mr. Jor-
dan again, you did not feel that Mr. Jordan 
was doing much to help you get a job; is that 
correct? 

MS. SELIGMAN: Same objection. 
THE WITNESS: Do you mean when I met 

with him again on December 11th? I don’t— 
MR. BRYANT: The— 
THE WITNESS: —I didn’t meet with Mr. 

Jordan on December 5th. I’m sorry— 
MR. BRYANT: Okay. 
THE WITNESS: —am I misunderstanding 

something? 
MR. BRYANT: We’re getting our numbers 

wrong here. 
THE WITNESS: Okay. 
BY MR. BRYANT: 
Q. Between your meeting with Mr. Jordan 

in early November and December the 11th 
when you met with Mr. Jordan again, you 
did not feel that Mr. Jordan was doing much 
to help you get a job; is that correct? 

A. I hadn’t seen any progress. 
Q. Okay. After you met with Mr. Jordan in 

early December, you began to interview in 
New York and were much more active in 
your job search; correct? 

A. Yes. 
Q. In early January, you received a job 

offer from Revlon with the help of Vernon 
Jordan; is that correct? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. With regard to gifts, regarding 

the gifts that were subpoenaed in the Jones 
case, you are certain that Ms. Currie called 
you and that she understood you had some-
thing to give her; is that correct? 

A. That’s my recollection. 
Q. You never told Ms. Currie to come pick 

up the gifts or that Michael Isikoff had 
called about them; is that correct? 

A. I don’t recall that. 
Q. Regarding stalking, you never stalked 

the President; is that correct? 
A. I—I don’t believe so. 
Q. Okay. You and the President had an 

emotional relationship as well as a physical 
one; is that right? 

A. That’s how I’d characterize it. 
Q. Okay. He never rebuffed you? 
A. I—I think that gets into some of the in-

timate details of—no, then, that’s not true. 
There were occasions when he did. 

Q. Uh-huh. Okay. But he never rebuffed 
you initially on that first day, November the 
15th, 1995? 

A. No, sir. 

LAW OFFICES OF 
PLATO CACHERIS, 

Washington, DC, February 2, 1999. 
Re February 1, 1999, Monica S. Lewinsky 

deposition transcript. 
DEAR MS. JARDIM AND MR. BITSKO: Upon 

our review of the videotape and transcript of 
Monica S. Lewinsky’s deposition transcript, 
we have noted the following errors or omis-
sions: 

Page Line Corrections 

19 14 The oath and affirmation are not transcribed. 

Page Line Corrections 

24 9 ‘‘second . . .’’ should replace ‘‘2d’’ 
44 6 Comments by counsel are not transcribed. 
61 11 –13 Delete quotation marks. These are not direct quotes in 

this instance. 
62 23 ‘‘town’’ should replace ‘‘down’’ 
63 17 ‘‘called’’ should replace ‘‘found’’ 
63 23 ‘‘after Thanksgiving’’ should follow ‘‘back.’’ 
63 24 Insert following line 23: 

A: Yes I did. 
Q: What did he tell you then? 

65 21 ‘‘tchotchke’’ should replace ‘‘chochki’’ 
65 24 ‘‘on’’ should replace ‘‘home’’ 
66 20 The line should read: 

‘‘see if I could see the President. I apologize,’’ not 
‘‘see if I could see the President and apologize.’’ 

75 1 ‘‘needed’’ should replace ‘‘need’’ 
90 5 ‘‘the’’ should replace ‘‘some’’ 

116 16 ‘‘said’’ should precede ‘‘list’’ 
128 9 ‘‘that’s’’ should replace ‘‘of’’ 
154 5 Delete quotation marks. 
156 6 ‘‘Seidman’’ should replace ‘‘Sideman’’ 
161 15 ‘‘Fallon’’ should replace ‘‘Phalen’’ 

Provided these changes are made, we will 
waive signature on behalf of Ms. Lewinsky. 

We understand from Senate Legal Counsel 
that copies of this letter will be made avail-
able to the parties and Senate. 

Thank you for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 

PLATO CACHERIS. 
PRESTON BURTON. 
SYDNEY HOFFMANN. 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES SIT-
TING FOR THE TRIAL OF THE IMPEACHMENT 
OF WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON, PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

EXCERPTS OF VIDEO DEPOSITION OF VERNON E. 
JORDAN, JR. 

(Tuesday, February 2, 1999, Washington, 
D.C.) 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. If there 
are no further questions from the parties or 
counsel for the witness, I’ll now swear in the 
witness. Mr. Jordan, will you please raise 
your right hand? 

Do you, Vernon E. Jordan, Jr., swear that 
the evidence you shall give in this case now 
pending between the United States and Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton, President of the 
United States, shall be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you, God? 

THE WITNESS: I do. 
Whereupon, VERNON E. JORDAN, JR., 

was called as a witness and, after having 
been first duly sworn by Senator Fred 
Thompson, was examined and testified as 
follows: 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. The 
House Managers may begin their questioning 
of the witness. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you, Senator 
Thompson and Senator Dodd. 

EXAMINATION BY HOUSE MANAGERS 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Good morning, Mr. Jordan. For the 

record, would you state your name, please? 
A. Good morning, Congressman. My name 

is Vernon E. Jordan, Jr. 
Q. And, Mr. Jordan, we have not had the 

opportunity to meet previously, is that cor-
rect? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. And I do appreciate—I have met your 

counsel, Mr. Hundley, in his office, and so 
I’ve looked forward to this opportunity to 
meet you. Now, you have— 

A. I can’t say that the feeling is mutual. 
[Laughter.] 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. I certainly understand. 
You have testified, I believe, five times 

previously before the Federal grand jury? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And so I know that probably about 

every question that could be asked has been 
asked, but there are a number of reasons I 
want to go over additional questions with 
you, and some of them will be repetitious of 
what’s been asked before. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1230 February 4, 1999 
Prior to coming in today, though, have you 

had the opportunity to review your prior tes-
timony in those five appearances before the 
grand jury? 

A. I have done some preparation, Congress-
man. 

Q. And let me start with the fact that the 
oath that you took today is the same as the 
oath that you took before the Federal grand 
jury? 

A. I believe that’s correct. 
Q. And, Mr. Jordan, what is your profes-

sion? 
A. I am a lawyer. 
Q. And where do you practice your profes-

sion? 
A. I am a senior partner at the law firm of 

Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld, here in 
Washington, D.C., with offices in Texas, Cali-
fornia, Pennsylvania and New York, three of-
fices in Europe, London, Brussels and Mos-
cow. 

Q. And how long have you been a senior 
partner? 

A. I have been a senior partner—well, I 
didn’t start out as a senior partner. I started 
out as a partner, and at some point—I don’t 
know when, but not long thereafter I was 
elevated to this position of senior partner. 

Q. And what type of law do you practice? 
A. I am a corporate international gener-

alist at Akin, Gump. 
Q. And does Akin, Gump have about 800 

lawyers? 
A. We have about 800 lawyers, yes. 
Q. Which is an incredible number for law-

yers from someone who practiced law in Ar-
kansas. 

How do all of those lawyers— 
A. We have some members of our law firm 

who are from Arkansas, so it’s not unusual 
for them. 

Q. And how is it that you are able to ob-
tain enough business for 800 lawyers? 

A. I don’t think that’s my entire responsi-
bility. I’m just one of 800 lawyers, and that 
is what I do in part, but I’m not alone in that 
process of making rain. 

Q. When you say ‘‘making rain,’’ that’s the 
terminology of being a rainmaker? 

A. I think even in Arkansas, you under-
stand what rainmaking is. 

Q. We’ve read Grisham books. 
And so, when you say making rain or being 

a rainmaker, that is to bring in business so 
that you can keep the lawyers busy prac-
ticing law? 

A. Well, that is—that is part and parcel of 
the practice of law. 

Q. And do you bill by the hour? 
A. I do not. 
Q. And I understand you used to, but you 

do not anymore? 
A. I graduated. 
Q. A fortunate graduation. 
And when the—when you did bill by the 

hour, what was your billable rate the last 
time you had to do that? 

A. I believe my billable rate at the last 
time was somewhere between 450 and 500 an 
hour. 

Q. Now, would you describe— 
A. Not bad for a Georgia boy. I’m from 

Georgia. You’ve heard of that State, I’m 
sure. 

Q. It’s probably not bad from Washington 
standards. 

Would you describe the nature of your re-
lationship with President Clinton? 

A. President Clinton has been a friend of 
mine since approximately 1973, when I came 
to your State, Arkansas, to make a speech as 
president of the National Urban League 
about race and equal opportunity in our Na-
tion, and we met then and there, and our 
friendship has grown and developed and ma-
tured and he is my friend and will continue 
to be my friend. 

Q. And just to further elaborate on that 
friendship, it’s my understanding that he 
and his—and the First Lady has had Christ-
mas Eve dinner with you and your family for 
a number of years? 

A. Every year since his Presidency, the 
Jordan family has been privileged to enter-
tain the Clinton family on Christmas Eve. 

Q. And has there been any exceptions in re-
cent years to that? 

A. Every year that he has been President, 
he has had, he and his family, Christmas Eve 
with my family. 

Q. And have you vacationed together with 
the Clinton family? 

A. Yes. I think you have seen reels of us 
playing golf and having fun at Martha’s 
Vineyard. 

Q. And so you vacation together, you play 
golf together on a semi-regular basis? 

A. Whenever we can. We’ve not been doing 
it recently, for reasons that I think are prob-
ably very obvious to you, Counsel. 

Q. Well, explain that to me. 
A. Just what I said, for a time, I was going 

before the grand jury, and under the advice 
of counsel and I’m sure under advice of the 
President’s counsel, it was thought best that 
we not play golf together. 

So, from the time that I first went to the 
grand jury, I don’t think—we have not 
played golf this year, unfortunately, to-
gether. 

Q. Since you—I think your first appear-
ance at the grand jury was March 3 of ’98. 
Then you went March 5, and then in May, I 
believe you were two times before the grand 
jury and then one in June of ’98. 

Since your last testimony before the grand 
jury in June of ’98, have you been in contact 
with the President of the United States? 

A. Yes, I have. 
Q. And are these social occasions or for 

business purposes? 
A. Social occasions. I was invited to the 

Korean State Dinner. I forget when that was. 
I think that was the first time I was in the 
White House since Martin Luther King Day 
of last year. 

I saw the President at Martha’s Vineyard. 
I was there when he got off Air Force One to 
greet him and welcome him to—to the Vine-
yard, and I was at the White House for one of 
the performances about music. The Morgan 
State Choir sang, and so I’ve been to the 
White House only for social occasions in the 
last year since Martin Luther King’s birth-
day, I believe. 

Q. Have you had any private conversations 
with the President? 

A. Yes, I have, as a matter of fact. 
Q. And has this been on the telephone or in 

person? 
A. I’ve talked to him on the telephone, and 

I talked to him at the Vineyard. He was at 
my house on Christmas Eve. There were a lot 
of people around, but, yes, I’ve talked to the 
President. 

Q. And did you discuss your testimony be-
fore the grand jury or his testimony before 
the grand jury? 

A. I did not. 
Q. There was one reference that he made in 

his Federal grand jury testimony, and I’ll 
refer counsel, if they would like. It was on 
page 77 of the President’s testimony in his 
appearance before the grand jury on August 
17th. 

And he referenced discussions with you, 
and he said, ‘‘I think I may have been con-
fused in my memory because I’ve also talked 
to him on the phone about what he said, 
about whether he had talked to her or met 
with her. That’s all I can tell you,’’ and I be-
lieve the ‘‘her’’ is a reference to Ms. 
Lewinsky. 

And it appeared to me from reading that, 
that there might have been some conversa-

tions with you by the President, perhaps in 
reference to your grand jury testimony or 
your knowledge of when and how you talked 
to Ms. Lewinsky. 

A. If I understand your question about 
whether or not the President of the United 
States and I talked about my testimony be-
fore the grand jury or his testimony before 
the grand jury, I can say to you unequivo-
cally that the President of the United States 
and I have not discussed our testimony. I 
was advised by my counsel, Mr. Hundley, not 
to discuss that testimony, and I have learned 
in this process, Mr. Hutchinson, to—to take 
the advice of counsel. 

Q. I would certainly agree that that is good 
counsel to take, but going back to the ques-
tion—and I will try to rephrase it because it 
was a very wordy question that I asked you— 
and it’s clear from your testimony that you 
have not discussed your grand jury testi-
mony— 

A. That is correct. 
Q. —but did you, subsequent to your last 

testimony before the grand jury, talk to the 
President in which you discussed conversa-
tion that you have had with Monica 
Lewinsky? 

A. I have not discussed a conversation that 
I have had with Monica Lewinsky with the 
President of the United States. 

Q. And have you had any discussions about 
Monica Lewinsky with the President of the 
United States since your last testimony be-
fore the grand jury? 

A. I have not. 
Q. Now, going back to your relationship 

with the President, you have been described 
as a friend and advisor to the President. Is 
that a fair terminology? 

A. I think that’s fair. 
Q. And in the advisor capacity, had you 

served as co-chairman of the Clinton-Gore 
transition team in 1992? 

A. I believe I was chairman. 
Q. That is an important distinction. 
And have you served in any other official 

or semi-official capacities for this adminis-
tration? 

A. I have not, except that I was asked by 
the President to lead the American delega-
tion to the inauguration of President Li in 
Taiwan, and that was about as official as you 
can get, but beyond that, I have not—not had 
any official capacity. 

For a very brief moment, very early in the 
administration, I was appointed to the For-
eign Intelligence Advisory Committee, and I 
went to one meeting and stayed half that 
meeting, went across the street and told 
Bruce Lindsey that that was not for me. 

Q. Now, let’s move on. After we’ve estab-
lished to a certain degree your relationship 
with the President, let’s move on to January 
20th of 1998, and just to put that in clearer 
terms, this is a Tuesday after the January 17 
deposition of President Clinton in the Paula 
Jones civil rights case. Do you recall that 
time frame? 

A. [Nodding head up and down.] 
Q. This is in the afternoon of January 20th, 

again, after the President’s deposition. You 
contacted Mr. Howard Gittis, who I believe is 
General Counsel of McAndrews & Forbes 
Holdings? 

A. Howard Gittis is Vice Chairman of 
McAndrews, Forbes, and he is not the Gen-
eral Counsel. He is a lawyer, but he is not 
the General Counsel. 

Q. And what was the purpose of you con-
tacting Mr. Howard Gittis on January 20th? 

A. If I talked to Howard Gittis on the 20th, 
I don’t recall exactly what my conversation 
with Howard Gittis was about. I think it was 
a telephone call, maybe. 

Q. And that’s difficult. Let me see if I can’t 
help you in that regard. 

A. Right. 
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Q. Was the purpose of that call with Mr. 

Gittis to arrange breakfast the next morning 
on January 21st? 

A. Yeah. I was in New York, and I did call 
Mr. Gittis and say—and as I remember, I had 
breakfast with him on the 21st, I believe. 
Yes, I did. 

Q. And this is a breakfast that you had set 
up? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And what was the reason you made the 

decision to request a breakfast meeting with 
Mr. Gittis? 

A. Yes. As I remember, I had gotten a tele-
phone call from David Bloom at 1 o’clock in 
the morning at the St. Regis Hotel about the 
matter that was about to break having to do 
with the entire Lewinsky matter, and I had 
not at any time discussed the Lewinsky mat-
ter with—with Howard Gittis. And so I had 
breakfast with him to tell him that reporters 
were calling, that this would obviously in-
volve Revlon, which had responded to my— 
my efforts to find Ms. Lewinsky employ-
ment, and so Howard Gittis is a friend of 
mine. Howard Gittis is a fellow board mem-
ber with me at Revlon. He is the Vice Chair-
man of McAndrews & Forbes, and I thought 
it—I thought I had—it was incumbent upon 
me to stop and say, ‘‘Listen, there’s trouble 
a-brewing.’’ 

Q. And just—you’ve mentioned McAndrews 
& Forbes and Revlon. McAndrews & Forbes, 
am I correct, is the parent company of— 

A. It’s the holding company. 
Q. The holding company of Revlon and pre-

sumably other companies. 
And you sit on the board of McAndrews & 

Forbes? 
A. I do not. I sit on the board of Revlon. 
Q. All right. And that is a position that 

brings you an annual salary— 
A. There is a director’s fee. 
Q. You receive a director’s fee, and in addi-

tion, your law firm receives—from business 
from— 

A. We do— 
Q. —Revlon? 
A. We do. We do business. We’ve rep-

resented Revlon, and we represented Revlon 
before I was elected a director. 

Q. And you mention that things were 
breaking that you felt like you needed to ad-
vise Mr. Gittis concerning. At the time that 
you made the arrangements for the break-
fast on January 21st, had you become aware 
of the Drudge Report? 

A. Yes, I had. 
Q. And you had had lunch with Bruce 

Lindsey on January 20th? 
A. No. I don’t think it was on January—it 

was on Sunday. No, that was not the 20th. 
Q. And during that luncheon, did you be-

come aware of the Drudge Report— 
A. That is correct. 
Q. —and receive a copy of it? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And that was from Bruce Lindsey? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And that Drudge Report, did it mention 

your name? 
A. I don’t think so, but I don’t remember. 
Q. Was there some news stories that had 

mentioned your name in reference to Ms. 
Lewinsky and the President? 

A. I believe that my name has been an in-
tegral part of this process from the begin-
ning. 

Q. And did you in fact have the breakfast 
meeting with Mr. Gittis? 

A. Yes, I did. 
Q. And what information did you convey to 

Mr. Gittis concerning Ms. Lewinsky at that 
breakfast meeting? 

A. I just simply said that the press was 
calling about Ms. Lewinsky; that while I had 
not dealt with him, I had dealt with Richard 
Halperin, I had dealt with Ronald Perelman. 

I had not dealt with him, but that he ought 
to know and that I was sorry about this. 

And I also said that it would probably be 
even more complicated because early on I 
had referred Webb Hubbell to them to be 
hired as counsel. 

Q. And I want to get to that in just a mo-
ment, but you indicated that you said you 
were sorry. Were you referring to the prob-
lems that this might create for the com-
pany? 

A. Well, I was obviously concerned. I am a 
director. I am their counsel. They’re my 
friends. And publicity was breaking. I 
thought I had some responsibility to them to 
give them a heads-up as to what was going 
on. 

Q. Now, is it true that your efforts to find 
a job for Ms. Lewinsky that you referenced 
in that meeting with Mr. Gittis—were your 
efforts carried out at the request of the 
President of the United States? 

A. There is no question but that through 
Betty Currie, I was acting on behalf of the 
President to get Ms. Lewinsky a job. I think 
that’s clear from my grand jury testimony. 

Q. Okay. And I just want to make sure that 
that’s firmly established. And in reference to 
your previous grand jury testimony, you in-
dicated, I believe, on May 28th, 1998, at page 
61, that ‘‘She’’—referring to Betty Currie— 
’’was the one that called me at the behest of 
the President.’’ 

A. That is correct, and I think, Congress-
man, if in fact the President of the United 
States’ secretary calls and asks for a request 
that you try to do the best you can to make 
it happen. 

Q. And you received that request as a re-
quest coming from the President? 

A. I—I interpreted it as a request from the 
President. 

Q. And then, later on in June of ’98 in the 
grand jury testimony at page 45, did you not 
reference or testify that ‘‘The President 
asked me to get Monica Lewinsky a job’’? 

A. There was no—there was no question 
but that he asked me to help and that he 
asked others to help. I think that is clear 
from everybody’s grand jury testimony. 

Q. And just one more point in that regard. 
In the same grand jury testimony, is it cor-
rect that you testified that ‘‘He’’—referring 
to the President—’’was the source of it com-
ing to my attention in the first place’’? 

A. I may—if that is—if you—if it’s in the— 
Q. It’s at page 58 of the grand jury— 
A. I stand on my grand jury testimony. 
Q. All right. Now, during your efforts to se-

cure a job for Ms. Lewinsky, I think you 
mentioned that you talked to Mr. Richard 
Halperin. 

A. Yes. 
Q. And he is with McAndrews & Forbes? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you also at one point talked to Mr. 

Ron Perelman; is that correct? 
A. I made a call to Mr. Perelman, I believe, 

on the 8th of January. 
Q. And he is the— 
A. He is the chairman/CEO of McAndrews 

Forbes. He is a majority shareholder in 
McAndrews Forbes. This is his business. 

Q. Now, at the time that you requested as-
sistance in obtaining Ms. Lewinsky a job, did 
you advise Mr. Perelman or Mr. Halperin of 
the fact that the request was being carried 
out at the request of the President of the 
United States? 

A. I don’t think so. I may have. 
Q. Well, the first answer you gave was ‘‘I 

don’t think so.’’ Now, in fact, you did not ad-
vise either Mr. Perelman or Mr. Halperin of 
that fact because am I correct that Mr. 
Perelman—or, excuse me, Mr. Gittis—ex-
pressed some concern that Revlon was never 
advised of that fact? 

A. Then, uh, I cannot say, I guess, pre-
cisely that I told that ‘‘I am doing this for 
the President of the United States.’’ 

I do believe, on the other hand, that given 
the fact that she was in the White House, 
given the fact that she had been a White 
House intern, I would not be surprised if that 
was their understanding. 

Q. Well, in your conversation with Mr. 
Halperin. 

A. Yes—I’m certain I did not say that to 
Richard Halperin. 

Q. Okay. So there’s no question that you 
did not tell Mr. Halperin that you were act-
ing at the request of the President? 

A. I’m fairly certain I did not. 
Q. And in your conversation with Mr. 

Perelman, did you indicate to him that you 
were calling—or you were seeking—employ-
ment for Ms. Lewinsky at the request of the 
President? 

A. Yes—I don’t think that I, that I made 
that explicit in my conversation with Mr. 
Perelman, and I’m not sure I thought it nec-
essary to say ‘‘This is for the President of 
the United States.’’ 

By the same token, I would have had no 
hesitance in doing that. 

Q. Now, at the time that you had called 
Mr. Perelman, which I believe you testified 
was in January of ’98— 

A. That’s right. 
Q. —I think you said January 8th— 
A. Right. 
Q. —you were aware at that time, were you 

not, that Ms. Lewinsky had received a sub-
poena to give a deposition in the Jones 
versus Clinton case? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. At the time that you talked to Mr. 

Perelman requesting his assistance for 
Monica Lewinsky, did you advise Mr. 
Perelman of the fact that Ms. Lewinsky was 
under subpoena in the Jones case? 

A. I did not. 
Q. And when you—did Mr. Perelman, Mr. 

Gittis or Mr. Halperin ever express to you 
disappointment that they were not told of 
two facts—either of these two facts—one, 
that Ms. Lewinsky was being helped at the 
request of the President; and secondly, that 
she was known by you and the President to 
be under subpoena in that case? 

A. No. 
Q. Now, you are on the board of directors 

of Revlon. 
A. I am. 
Q. And how long have you been on the 

board of Revlon? 
A. I forget. Ten years, maybe. 
Q. And as a member of the board of direc-

tors, do you not have a fiduciary responsi-
bility to the company? 

A. I do. 
Q. And how would you define a fiduciary 

responsibility? 
A. I define my fiduciary responsibility to 

the company about company matters. 
Q. And how would you define fiduciary re-

sponsibility in reference to company mat-
ters? 

A. Anything that has to do with the com-
pany, that I believe in the interest of the 
company, I have some fiduciary responsi-
bility to protect the company, to help the 
company in any way that I—that is possible. 

Q. And is fiduciary responsibility some-
times considered a trust relationship in 
which you owe a degree of trust and respon-
sibility to someone else? 

A. I think—I think that ‘‘trust’’ and ‘‘fidu-
ciary’’ are probably synonymous. 

Q. Okay. Do you believe that you were act-
ing in the company’s interest or the Presi-
dent’s interest when you were trying to se-
cure a job for Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. Well, what I knew was that the com-
pany would take care of its own interest. 
This is not the first time that I referred 
somebody, and what I know is, is that if a 
person being referred does not meet the 
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standards required for that company, I have 
no question but that that person will not be 
hired. And so the referral is an easy thing to 
do; the judgment about employment is not a 
judgment as a person referring that I make. 
But I do have confidence in all of the compa-
nies on whose boards that I sit that, regard-
less of my reference, that as to their needs 
and as to their expectations for their em-
ployees that they will make the right deci-
sions, as happened in the American Express 
situation. 

American Express called and said: We will 
not hire Ms. Lewinsky. I did not question it, 
I did not challenge it, because they under-
stood their needs and their needs in compari-
son to her qualifications. They made a judg-
ment. Revlon, on the other hand, made an-
other judgment. 

I am not the employer, I am the referrer, 
and there is a major difference. 

Q. Now, going back to what you knew as 
far as information and what you conveyed to 
Revlon, you indicated that you did not tell 
Mr. Halperin that you were making this re-
quest or referral at the request of the Presi-
dent of the United States. 

A. Yes, and I didn’t see any need to do 
that. 

Q. And then, when you talked to Mr.— 
A. Nor do I believe not saying that, Coun-

selor, was a breach of some fiduciary rela-
tionship. 

Q. And when you had your conversation 
with Mr. Perelman— 

A. Right. 
Q. —at a later time— 
A. Right. 
Q. —you do not remember whether you 

told him—you do not believe you told him 
you were calling for the President— 

A. I believe that I did not tell him. 
Q. —but you assumed that he knew? 
A. No. I did not make any assumptions, let 

me say. I said: Ronald, here is a young lady 
who has been interviewed. She thinks the 
interview has not gone well. See what you 
can do to make sure that she is properly 
interviewed and evaluated—in essence. 

Q. And did you reference her as a former 
White House intern? 

A. Probably. I do not have a recollection of 
whether I described her as a White House in-
tern, whether I described her as a person who 
had worked for the Pentagon. I said this is a 
person that I have referred. 

I think, Mr. Hutchinson, that I have suffi-
cient, uh, influence, shall we say, sufficient 
character, shall we say, that people have 
been throughout my career able to take my 
word at face value. 

Q. And so you didn’t need to reference the 
President. The fact that you were calling Mr. 
Perelman— 

A. That was sufficient. 
Q. —and asking for a second interview for 

Ms. Lewinsky, that that should be suffi-
cient? 

A. I thought it was sufficient, and obvi-
ously, Mr. Perelman thought it was suffi-
cient. 

Q. And so there is no reason, based on what 
you told him, for him to think that you were 
calling at the request of the President of the 
United States? 

A. I think that’s about right. 
Q. And so, at least with the conversation 

with Mr. Halperin and Mr. Perelman, you did 
not reference that you were acting in behalf 
of the President of the United States. Was 
there anyone else that you talked to at 
Revlon in which they might have acquired 
that information? 

A. The only persons that I talked to in this 
process, as I explained to you, was Mr. 
Halperin and Mr. Perelman about this proc-
ess. And it was Mr. Halperin who put the— 
who got the process started. 

Q. So those are the only two you talked 
about, and you made no reference that you 
were acting in behalf of the President? 

A. Right. 
Q. Now, the second piece of information 

was the fact that you knew and the Presi-
dent knew that Ms. Lewinsky was under sub-
poena in the Jones case, and that informa-
tion was not provided to either Mr. Halperin 
or to Mr. Perelman; is that correct? 

A. That’s correct. 
Q. Now, I wanted to read you a question 

and answer of Mr. Howard Gittis in his grand 
jury testimony of April 23, 1998. 

The question was: ‘‘Now, you had men-
tioned before that one of the responsibilities 
of director is to have a fiduciary duty to the 
company. If it was the case that Ms. 
Lewinsky had been noticed as a witness in 
the Paula Jones case, and Vernon Jordan had 
known that, is that something that you be-
lieve as a person who works for McAndrews 
& Forbes, is that something that you believe 
that Mr. Jordan should have told you, or 
someone in the company, not necessarily 
you, but someone in the company, when you 
referred her for employment?’’ 

His answer was ‘‘Yes.’’ 
Do you disagree with Mr. Gittis’’ conclu-

sion that that was important information for 
McAndrews & Forbes? 

A. I obviously didn’t think it was impor-
tant at the time, and I didn’t do it. 

Q. Now, in your previous answers, you ref-
erence the fact that you—— 

A. I think, on the other hand, that had she 
been a defendant in a murder case and I 
knew that, then I probably wouldn’t have 
referenced her. But her being a witness in a 
civil case I did not think important. 

Q. Despite the fact that you were acting at 
the request of the President, and this wit-
ness was potentially adverse to the Presi-
dent’s interest in that case? 

A. I didn’t know that. I mean, I don’t—I 
don’t know what her position was or whether 
it was adverse or not. 

Q. All right. Mr. Jordan, prior to you an-
swering that, did you get an answer from 
your attorney? 

A. My attorney mumbled something in my 
ear, but I didn’t hear him. 

MR. HUNDLEY: It was a spontaneous re-
mark. I’ll try to refrain. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: I know that— 
THE WITNESS: He does have a right to 

mumble in my ear, I think. 
MR. HUNDLEY: I mumble too loud be-

cause I don’t hear too well myself. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Now, going back to a complicating fac-

tor in your conversation with Mr. Gittis and 
this embarrassing situation of the Lewinsky 
job, the complicating fact was that you had 
also helped Webb Hubbell get a job or con-
sulting contracts with the same company; is 
that— 

A. Yes. You use the word ‘‘complicated.’’ I 
did not view it as a complication. I viewed it 
as a, as another something that happened, 
and that that caused some embarrassment to 
the company, and here again, we were back 
for another embarrassment for the company, 
and I thought I had a responsibility to say 
that. 

Q. Would you explain how you helped Webb 
Hubbell secure a job or a contract with 
Revlon? 

A. Yes. Webb Hubbell came to me after his 
resignation from the Justice Department. 
Webb and I got to be friends during the tran-
sition, and Webb came to me and he said, 
‘‘I’m leaving the Justice Department,’’ or 
‘‘I’ve left the Justice Department’’—I’m not 
sure which—and he said, ‘‘I really need 
work.’’ 

And I said, ‘‘Webb, I will do what I can to 
help you.’’ 

I called New York, made arrangements. I 
took Webb Hubbell to New York. We had 
lunch. I took him the headquarters of 
McAndrews & Forbes at 62nd Street. I intro-
duced him to Howard Gittis, Ronald 
Perelman, and I left. 

Q. And did, subsequently, Mr. Hubbell ob-
tain consulting contracts with Revlon? 

A. Subsequently, Mr. Hubbell was hired, as 
I understand it, as outside counsel to 
McAndrews & Forbes, or Revlon, or some en-
tity within the Perelman empire. 

Q. And was that consulting contracts of 
about $100,000 a year? 

A. I—I think so, I think so. 
Q. And did you make other contacts with 

other companies in which you had friends for 
assistance for Webb Hubbell? 

A. I did not. 
Q. And was the effort to assist Mr. Webb 

Hubbell during this time—was it after he left 
the Department of Justice and prior to the 
time that he pled guilty to criminal charges? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. And at the time you assisted Webb Hub-

bell by securing a job with Revlon for him, 
was he a potential adverse witness to the 
President in the ongoing investigation by 
the Independent Counsel? 

A. I don’t know whether he was an adverse 
witness or not. What he was was my friend 
who had just resigned from the Justice De-
partment, and he was out of work, and he 
asked for help, and I happily helped him. 

Q. And did you know at the time that he 
was a potential witness in the investigation 
by the OIC? 

A. I don’t know whether I knew whether he 
was a potential witness or not. I simply re-
sponded to Webb Hubbell who was a friend in 
trouble and needing work. 

Q. Now, let’s backtrack to the time when 
you first had any contact with Ms. 
Lewinsky. We’ve talked about this January 
20–21st meeting with Mr. Gittis and covered 
a little bit of the tail end of this entire epi-
sode. Now I would like to go back in time to 
your first meetings with Ms. Lewinsky. 

Now, when was the first time that you re-
call that you met with Monica Lewinsky? 

A. If you’ve read my grand jury testi-
mony— 

Q. I have. 
A. —and I’m sure that you have—there is 

testimony in the grant jury that she came to 
see me on or about the 5th of November. I 
have no recollection of that. It was not on 
my calendar, and I just have no recollection 
of her visit. There is a letter here that you 
have in evidence, and I have to assume that 
in fact that happened. But as I said in my 
grand jury testimony, I’m not aware of it, I 
don’t remember it—but I do not deny that it 
happened. 

Q. And Ms. Lewinsky has made reference 
to a meeting that occurred in your office on 
November 5, and that’s the meeting that you 
have no recollection of? 

A. That is correct. We have no record of it 
in my office, and I just have no recollection 
of it. 

Q. And in your first grand jury appearance, 
you were firm, shall I say, that the first time 
you met with Ms. Lewinsky, that it was on 
December 11th? 

A. Yes. It was firm based on what my cal-
endar told me, and subsequently to that, 
there has been a refreshing of my recollec-
tion, and I do not deny that it happened. By 
the same token, I will tell you, as I said in 
my grand jury testimony, that I did not re-
member that I had met with her. 

Q. And in fact today, the fact that you do 
not dispute that that meeting occurred is 
not based upon your recollection but is sim-
ply based upon you’ve seen the records, and 
it appears that that meeting occurred? 

A. That is correct. 
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Q. Okay. And you’ve made reference to my 

first exhibit there, which is front of you, and 
I would refer you to this at this time, which 
is Exhibit 86. 

Now, this is captioned as a ‘‘Letter from 
Ms. Lewinsky to Mr. Vernon Jordan dated 
November 6, 1997,’’ and it appears that this 
letter thanks you for meeting with her in 
reference to her job search. And do you re-
call this— 

MR. KENDALL: Mr. Hutchinson, excuse 
me. May I ask—this is an unsigned copy. Do 
you have a signed copy of this letter? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Let me go through my 
questions if I might. 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Do you recall receiving this letter? 
A. I do not. 
Q. Do you ever recall seeing this letter be-

fore? 
A. The first time I saw this letter was 

when I was before the grand jury. 
Q. And am I correct that it’s your testi-

mony that the first time you ever recall 
hearing the name ‘‘Monica Lewinsky’’ was in 
early December of ’97? 

A. That’s correct. I—I may have heard the 
name before, but the first time I remember 
seeing her and having her in my presence 
was then. 

Q. Well, regardless of whether you met 
with her in November or not, the fact is you 
did not do anything in November to secure a 
job for Ms. Lewinsky until your activities on 
December 11 of ’97? 

A. I think that’s correct. 
Q. And on December 11, I think you made 

some calls for Ms. Lewinsky on that par-
ticular day? 

A. I believe I did. I have some—it’s all 
right for me to refresh my recollection? 

Q. Certainly. 
A. Thank you. [Perusing documents.] I did 

make calls for her on the 11th, yes. 
Q. And may I just ask what you’re refer-

ring to? 
A. I’m referring here to telephone logs pre-

pared by counsel here for me to refresh my 
recollection about calls. 

MR. HUNDLEY: You are welcome to have 
a copy of that. 

THE WITNESS: You are welcome to see it. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Do you have an extra 

copy? 
THE WITNESS: Yes—in anticipation. 
MR. HUNDLEY: There are a few calls. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Might this be a 

good time to take a 5–minute break? 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Certainly. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. Let’s 

adjourn for 5 minutes. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going off 

the record at 10:03 a.m. 
[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going back 

on the record at 10:16 a.m. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. Counsel 

has consumed 38 minutes. 
Counsel, would you proceed? 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you, Senator 

Thompson. 
At this time, I would offer as Jordan Depo-

sition Exhibit 86, if you don’t mind me going 
by that numerology— 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Would it be better 
to do that or make it Jordan Exhibit Num-
ber 1? Does counsel have any preference on 
that—is that— 

MR. HUTCHINSON: One is fine. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Let’s do it that 

way. It will be made a part of the record, 
Jordan Deposition Number 1. 

[Jordan Deposition Exhibit No. 1 marked 
for identification.] 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Mr. Jordan, let me go back to that 

meeting on December 11th. I believe we were 
discussing that. My question would be: How 

did the meeting on December 11 of 1997 with 
Ms. Lewinsky come about? 

A. Ms. Lewinsky called my office and 
asked if she could come to see me. 

Q. And was that preceded by a call from 
Betty Currie? 

A. At some point in time, Betty Currie had 
called me, and Ms. Lewinsky followed up on 
that call, and she came to my office, and we 
had a visit. 

Q. Ms. Lewinsky called, set up a meeting, 
and at some point sent you a resume, I be-
lieve. 

A. I believe so. 
Q. And did you receive that prior to the 

meeting on December 11th? 
A. I—I have to assume that I did, but I—I 

do not know whether she brought it with her 
or whether—it was at some point that she 
brought with her or sent to me—somehow it 
came into my possession—a list of various 
companies in New York with which she had— 
which were here preferences, by the way— 
most of which I did not know well enough to 
make any calls for. 

Q. All right. And I want to come back to 
that, but I believe—would you dispute if the 
record shows that you received the resume of 
Ms. Lewinsky on December 8th? 

A. I would not. 
Q. And presumably, the meeting on Decem-

ber 11th was set up somewhere around De-
cember 8th by the call from Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. I—I would not dispute that, sir. 
Q. All right. Now, you mentioned that she 

had sent you a—I guess some people refer to 
it—a wish list, or a list of jobs that she— 

A. Not jobs—companies. 
Q. —companies that she would be inter-

ested in seeking employment with. 
A. That’s correct. 
Q. And you looked at that, and you deter-

mined that you wanted to go with your own 
list of friends and companies that you had 
better contacts with. 

A. I’m sure, Congressman, that you too 
have been in this business, and you do know 
that you can only call people that you know 
or feel comfortable in calling. 

Q. Absolutely. No question about it. And 
let me just comment and ask you response to 
this, but many times I will be listed as a ref-
erence, and they can take that to any com-
pany. You might be listed as a reference and 
the name ‘‘Vernon Jordan’’ would be a good 
reference anywhere, would it not? 

A. I would hope so. 
Q. And so, even though it was a company 

that you might not have the best contact 
with, you could have been helpful in that re-
gard? 

A. Well, the fact is I was running the job 
search, not Ms. Lewinsky, and therefore, the 
companies that she brought or listed were 
not of interest to me. I knew where I would 
need to call. 

Q. And that is exactly the point, that you 
looked at getting Ms. Lewinsky a job as an 
assignment rather than just something that 
you were going to be a reference for. 

A. I don’t know whether I looked upon it as 
an assignment. Getting jobs for people is not 
unusual for me, so I don’t view it as an as-
signment. I just view it as something that is 
part of what I do. 

Q. You’re acting in behalf of the President 
when you are trying to get Ms. Lewinsky a 
job, and you were in control of the job 
search? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Now, going back—going to your meeting 

that we’re talking about on December 11th, 
prior to the meeting did you make any calls 
to prospective employers in behalf of Ms. 
Lewinsky? 

A. I don’t think so. I think not. I think I 
wanted to see her before I made any calls. 

Q. And so if they were not before, after you 
met with her, you made some calls on De-
cember 11th? 

A. I—I believe that’s correct. 
Q. And you called Mr. Richard Halperin of 

McAndrews & Forbes? 
A. That’s right. 
Q. You called Mr. Peter— 
A. Georgescu. 
Q. —Georgescu. And he is with what com-

pany? 
A. He is chairman and chief executive offi-

cer of Young & Rubicam, a leading adver-
tising agency on Madison Avenue. 

Q. And did you make one other call? 
A. Yes. I called Ursie Fairbairn, who runs 

Human Resources at American Express, at 
the American Express Company, where I am 
the senior director. 

Q. All right. And so you made three calls 
on December 11th. You believe that they 
were after you met with Ms. Lewinsky— 

A. I doubt very seriously if I would have 
made the calls in advance of meeting her. 

Q. And why is that? 
A. You sort of have to know what you’re 

talking about, who you’re talking about. 
Q. And what did you basically commu-

nicate to each of these officials in behalf of 
Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. I essentially said that you’re going to 
hear from Ms. Lewinsky, and I hope that you 
will afford her an opportunity to come in and 
be interviewed and look favorably upon her 
if she meets your qualifications and your 
needs for work. 

Q. Okay. And at what level did you try to 
communicate this information? 

A. By—what do you mean by ‘‘what level’’? 
Q. In the company that you were calling, 

did you call the chairman of human re-
sources, did you call the CEO—who did you 
call, or what level were you seeking to talk 
to? 

A. Richard Halperin is sort of the utility 
man; he does everything at McAndrews & 
Forbes. He is very close to the chairman, he 
is very close to Mr. Gittis. And so at 
McAndrews & Forbes, I called Halperin. 

As I said to you, and as my grand jury tes-
timony shows, I called Young & Rubicam, 
Peter Georgescu as its chairman and CEO. I 
have had a long-term relationship with 
Young & Rubicam going back to three of its 
CEOs, the first being Edward Ney, who was 
chairman of Young & Rubicam when I was 
head of the United Negro College Fund, and 
it was during that time that we developed 
the great theme, ‘‘A mind is a terrible thing 
to waste.’’ So I have had a long-term rela-
tionship with Young & Rubicam and with 
Peter Georgescu, so I called the chairman in 
that instance. 

At American Express, I called Ms. Ursie 
Fairbairn who is, as I said before, in charge 
of Human Resources. 

So that is the level—in one instance, the 
chairman; in one instance a utilitarian per-
son; and in another instance, the head of the 
Human Resources Department. 

Q. And the utilitarian connection, Mr. 
Richard Halperin, was sort of an assistant to 
Mr. Ron Perelman? 

A. That’s correct. He’s a lawyer. 
Q. Now, going to your meeting on Decem-

ber 11th with Ms. Lewinsky, about how long 
of a meeting was that? 

A. I don’t—I don’t remember. You have a 
record of it, Congressman. 

Q. And actually, I think you’ve testified it 
was about 15 to 20 minutes, but don’t hold 
me to that, either. 

During the course of the meeting with Ms. 
Lewinsky, what did you learn about her? 

A. Uh, enthusiastic, quite taken with her-
self and her experience, uh, bubbly, effer-
vescent, bouncy, confident, uh—actually, I 
sort of had the same impression that you 
House Managers had of her when you met 
with her. You came out and said she was im-
pressive, and so we come out about the same 
place. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:42 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S04FE9.REC S04FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1234 February 4, 1999 
Q. And did she relate to you the fact that 

she liked being an intern because it put her 
close to the President? 

A. I have never seen a White House intern 
who did not like being a White House intern, 
and so her enthusiasm for being a White 
House intern was about like the enthusiasm 
of White House interns—they liked it. 

She was not happy about not being there 
anymore—she did not like being at the De-
fense Department—and I think she actually 
had some desire to go back. But when she ac-
tually talked to me, she wanted to go to New 
York for a job in the private sector, and she 
thought that I could be helpful in that proc-
ess. 

Q. Did she make reference to someone in 
the White House being uncomfortable when 
she was an intern, and she thought that peo-
ple did not want her there? 

A. She felt unwanted—there is no question 
about that. As to who did not want her there 
and why they did not want her there, that 
was not my business. 

Q. And she related that— 
A. She talked about it. 
Q. —experience or feeling to you? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Now, your meeting with Ms. Lewinsky 

was on December 11th, and I believe that Ms. 
Lewinsky has testified that she met with the 
President on December 5—excuse me, on De-
cember 6—at the White House and com-
plained that her job search was not going 
anywhere, and the President then talked to 
Mr. Jordan. 

Do you recall the President talking to you 
about that after that meeting? 

A. I do not have a specific recollection of 
the President saying to me anything about 
having met with Ms. Lewinsky. The Presi-
dent has never told me that he met with Ms. 
Lewinsky, as best as I can recollect. I—I am 
aware that she was in a state of anxiety 
about going to work. She was in a state of 
anxiety in addition because her lease at Wa-
tergate, at the Watergate, was to expire De-
cember 31st. And there was a part of Ms. 
Lewinsky, I think, that thought that be-
cause she was coming to me, that she could 
come today and that she would have a job to-
morrow. That is not an unusual misappre-
hension, and it’s not limited to White House 
interns. 

Q. I mentioned her meeting with the Presi-
dent on the same day, December 6th. I be-
lieve the record shows the President met 
with his lawyers and learned that Ms. 
Lewinsky was on the Jones witness list. 
Now, did you subsequently meet with the 
President on the next day, December 7th? 

A. I may have met with the President. I’d 
have to—I mean, I’d have to look. I’d have to 
look. I don’t know whether I did or not. 

Q. If you would like to confer—I believe 
the record shows that, but I’d like to estab-
lish that through your testimony. 

MS. WALDEN: Yes. 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. All right. So you met with the President 

on December 7th. And was it the next day 
after that, December 8th, that Ms. Lewinsky 
called to set up the job meeting with you on 
December 11th? 

A. I believe that is correct. 
Q. And sometime after your meeting on 

December 11th with Ms. Lewinsky, did you 
have another conversation with the Presi-
dent? 

A. Uh, you do understand that conversa-
tions between me and the President, uh, was 
not an unusual circumstance. 

Q. And I understand that— 
A. All right. 
Q. —and so let me be more specific. I be-

lieve your previous testimony has been that 
sometime after the 11th, you spoke with the 
President about Ms. Lewinsky. 

A. I stand on that testimony. 
Q. All right. And so there’s two conversa-

tions after the witness list came out—one 
that you had with the President on Decem-
ber 7th, and then a subsequent conversation 
with him after you met with Ms. Lewinsky 
on the 11th. 

Now, in your subsequent conversation 
after the 11th, did you discuss with the Presi-
dent of the United States Monica Lewinsky, 
and if so, can you tell us what that discus-
sion was? 

A. If there was a discussion subsequent to 
Monica Lewinsky’s visit to me on December 
the 11th with the President of the United 
States, it was about the job search. 

Q. All right. And during that, did he indi-
cate that he knew about the fact that she 
had lost her job in the White House, and she 
wanted to get a job in New York? 

A. He was aware that—he was obviously 
aware that she had lost her job in the White 
House, because she was working at the Pen-
tagon. He was also aware that she wanted to 
work in New York, in the private sector, and 
understood that that is why she was having 
conversations with me. There is no doubt 
about that. 

Q. And he thanked you for helping her? 
A. There’s no question about that, either. 
Q. And on either of these conversations 

that I’ve referenced that you had with the 
President after the witness list came out, 
your conversation on December 7th, and 
your conversation sometime after the 11th, 
did the President tell you that Ms. Monica 
Lewinsky was on the witness list in the 
Jones case? 

A. He did not. 
Q. And did you consider this information 

to be important in your efforts to be helpful 
to Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. I never thought about it. 
Q. Was there a time that you became 

aware that Ms. Lewinsky had been subpoe-
naed to give a deposition in the Jones versus 
Clinton case? 

A. On December 19th when she came to my 
office with the subpoena—I think it’s the 
19th. 

Q. That’s right. Now, you indicated you 
never thought about it, because of course, at 
that point, you didn’t know that she was on 
the witness list, according to your testi-
mony. 

A. [Nodding head up and down.] 
Q. Now, you said that she came to see you 

on December 19th—I’m sorry. I’ve been in-
formed you didn’t respond out loud, so— 

A. Well, if you’d ask the question, I’d be 
happy to respond. 

Q. I was afraid you would ask me to ask 
the question again. 

Well, let’s go to the December 19th meet-
ing. 

A. Fine. 
Q. How did it come about that you met 

with Ms. Lewinsky on December 19th? 
A. Ms. Lewinsky called me in a rather high 

emotional state and said that she needed to 
see me, and she came to see me. 

Q. And she called you on the telephone on 
December 19th, in which she indicated she 
had received a subpoena? 

A. That’s right, and was emotional about it 
and asked, and so I said come over. 

Q. And what was your reaction to her hav-
ing received a subpoena in the Jones case? 

A. Surprise, number one; number two, 
quite taken with her emotional state. 

Q. And did you see that she had a problem? 
A. She obviously had a problem—she 

thought— 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We have to go off 

the record. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Off the record. 
[Recess due to power failure.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going back 

on the record at 10:49 a.m. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right, let the 
record reflect that we’ve been down for 20 to 
25 minutes due to a power failure, but we are 
ready to proceed now, counsel. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you, Senator 
Thompson. 

And Mr. Jordan, before we go back to my 
line of questioning, I have been informed 
that we have that question in which we did 
not get an audible response, and so I’m going 
to ask the court reporter to read that ques-
tion back. 

[The court reporter read back the re-
quested portion of the record.] 

THE WITNESS: I did not know that she 
was on the witness list, Congressman. And 
let me say parenthetically here that our side 
had nothing to do with the power outage. 

[Laughter.] 
THE WITNESS: As desirable as that may 

have been. 
[Laughter.] 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Thank you, Mr. Jordan. And again, 

we’re talking about the fact you never 
thought about the President not telling you 
that Ms. Lewinsky was on the witness list 
because you didn’t know it at the time. 

A. I—I did not know it. 
Q. All right. Now, before we go back to De-

cember 19th, I’ve also been informed that 
I’ve been neglectful, and sometimes you will 
give a nod of the head, and I’ve not asked 
you to give an audible response. So I’m going 
to try to be mindful of that, but at the same 
time, Mr. Jordan, if you can try to give an 
audible response to a question rather than 
what we sometimes do in private conversa-
tion, which is a nod of the head. Fair 
enough? 

A. I’m happy to comply. 
Q. Now, we’re talking about December 

19th, that you had received a call from 
Monica Lewinsky; she had been subpoenaed 
in the Jones case. She was upset. You said, 
Come to my office. 

Now, when she got to the office, I asked 
you, actually, before that, what was your re-
action to her having this subpoena, and she 
had a problem because of the subpoena. 

A. Yes. 
Q. And I believe you previously indicated 

that any time a witness gets a subpoena, 
they’ve got a problem that they would likely 
need legal assistance. 

A. That’s been my experience. 
Q. And in fact she did subsequently come 

to see you at the office on that December 
19th, is that correct? 

A. That’s correct. 
Q. And what happened at that meeting in 

your office with Ms. Lewinsky on the 19th? 
A. She, uh, as I said, was quite emotional. 

She was—she was disturbed about the sub-
poena. She was disturbed about not having, 
in her words, heard from the President or 
talked to the President. 

It was also in that meeting that it became 
clear to me that the—that her eyes were 
wide and that she, uh, that—let me—for lack 
of a better way to put it, that she had a 
‘‘thing’’ for the President. 

Q. And how long was that meeting? 
A. I don’t know, uh, but it’s in the record. 
MR. HUNDLEY: You testified 45 minutes. 
THE WITNESS: Forty-five minutes. Thank 

you. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you. 
MR. HUNDLEY: Is that okay if I— 
MR. HUTCHINSON: That’s all right, and 

that’s helpful, Mr. Hundley. 
MR. HUNDLEY: Thank you. I’m trying to 

be helpful. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. And during this meeting, did she in fact 

show you the subpoena that she had received 
in the Jones litigation? 

A. I’m sure she showed me the subpoena. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1235 February 4, 1999 
Q. And the subpoena that was presented to 

you asked her to give a deposition, is that 
correct? 

A. As I recollect. 
Q. But did it also ask Ms. Lewinsky or di-

rect her to produce certain documents and 
tangible objects? 

A. I think, if I’m correct in my recollec-
tion, it asked that she produce gifts. 

Q. Gifts, and some of those gifts were spe-
cifically enumerated. 

A. I don’t remember that. I do remember 
gifts. 

Q. And did you discuss any of the items re-
quested under the subpoena? 

A. I did not. What I said to her was that 
she needed counsel. 

Q. Now, just to help you in reference to 
your previous grand jury testimony of March 
3, ’98—and if you would like to refer to that, 
page 121, but I believe it was your testimony 
that you asked her if there had been any 
gifts after you looked at the subpoena. 

A. I may have done that, and if I—if that’s 
in my testimony, I stand by it. 

Q. And did she—from your conversation 
with her, did you determine that in your 
opinion, there was a fascination on her part 
with the President? 

A. No question about that. 
Q. And I think you previously described it 

that she had a ‘‘thing’’ for the President? 
A. ‘‘Thing,’’ yes. 
Q. And did you make any specific inquiry 

as to the nature of the relationship that she 
had with the President? 

A. Yes. At some point during that con-
versation, I asked her directly if she had had 
sexual relationships with the President. 

Q. And is this not an extraordinary ques-
tion to ask a 24-year-old intern, whether she 
had sexual relations with the President of 
the United States? 

A. Not if you see—not if you had witnessed 
her emotional state and this ‘‘thing,’’ as I 
say. It was not. 

Q. And her emotional state and what she 
expressed to you about her feelings for the 
President is what prompted you to ask that 
question? 

A. That, plus the question of whether or 
not the President at the end of his term 
would leave the First Lady; and that was 
alarming and stunning to me. 

Q. And she related that question to you in 
that meeting on December 19th? 

A. That’s correct. 
Q. Now, going back to the question in 

which you asked her if she had had a sexual 
relationship with the President, what was 
her response? 

A. No. 
Q. And I’m sure that that was not an idle 

question on your part, and I presume that 
you needed to know the answer for some pur-
pose. 

A. I wanted to know the answer based on 
what I had seen in her expression; obviously, 
based on the fact that this was a subpoena 
about her relationship with the President. 

Q. And so you felt like you needed to know 
the answer to that question to determine 
how you were going to handle the situation? 

A. No. I thought it was a factual data that 
I needed to know, and I asked the question. 

Q. And why did you need to know the an-
swer to that question? 

A. I am referring this lady, Ms. Lewinsky, 
to various companies for jobs, and it seemed 
to me that it was important for me to know 
in that process whether or not there had 
been something going on with the President 
based on what I saw and based on what I 
heard. 

Q. And also based upon your years of expe-
rience—I mean your— 

A. I don’t understand that question. 
Q. Well, you have children? 

A. I have four children; six grandchildren. 
Q. And you’ve raised kids, you’ve had a lot 

of experiences in life, and do you not apply 
that knowledge and experience and wisdom 
to circumstances such as this? 

A. Yes. I’ve been around, and I’ve seen 
young people, both men and women, overly 
excited about older, mature, successful indi-
viduals, yes. 

Q. Now, let me just go back as to what sig-
nals that you might have had at this par-
ticular point that there was a sexual rela-
tionship between Ms. Lewinsky and the 
President. Was one of those the fact that she 
indicated that she had a fascination with the 
President? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And did she relate that ‘‘He doesn’t call 

me enough’’? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And was the fact that there was an ex-

change of gifts a factor in your consider-
ation? 

A. Well, I was not aware that there had 
been an exchange of gifts. I thought it a tad 
unusual that there would be an exchange of 
gifts, uh, but it was just clear that there was 
a fixation by this young woman on the Presi-
dent of the United States. 

Q. And was it also a factor that she had 
been issued a subpoena in a case that was 
rooted in sexual harassment? 

A. Well, it certainly helped. 
Q. And that was an ingredient that you 

factored in and decided this is a question 
that needed to be asked? 

A. There’s no question about that. 
Q. Now, heretofore, the questions or the 

discussions with Ms. Lewinsky had simply 
been about a job? 

A. Had been about a job. 
Q. And I think you indicated that you 

didn’t have to be an Einstein to know that 
this was a question that needed to be asked 
after what you learned on this meeting? 

A. Yes, based on my own judgment, that is 
correct. 

Q. Now, at this point, you’re assisting the 
President in obtaining a job for a former in-
tern, Monica Lewinsky? 

A. Right. 
Q. It comes to your attention from Ms. 

Lewinsky that she has a subpoena in a civil 
rights case against the President. And did 
this make you consider whether it was ap-
propriate for you to continue seeking a job 
for Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. Never gave it a thought. 
Q. Despite the fact that you were seeking 

the job for Ms. Lewinsky at the request of 
the President when she is under subpoena in 
a case adverse to the President? 

A. I—I did not give it a thought. I had com-
mitted that I was going to help her, and I 
was going to—and I kept my commitment. 

Q. And so, however she would have an-
swered that question, you would have still 
prevailed upon your friends in industry to 
get a job for her? 

A. Congressman, that is a hypothetical 
question, and I’m not going to answer a hy-
pothetical question. 

Q. Well, I thought you had answered it be-
fore, but if—so you don’t know whether it 
would have made a difference or not, then? 

A. I asked her whether or not she had had 
sexual relationships with the President. Ms. 
Lewinsky told me no. 

MR. HUNDLEY: I’d just like to interject. 
My recollection, Congressman, is that in the 
grand jury, he gave basically the same an-
swer, that it was a hypothetical question, 
and that he really didn’t know what he 
would have done had the answer been dif-
ferent. You could double-check it if you 
want, but I’m sure I’m right. 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Okay, I’m not asking you a hypothetical 

question. I want to ask it in this phrase, in 

this way. Did her answer make you consider 
whether it was appropriate for you to con-
tinue seeking a job for Ms. Lewinsky at the 
request of the President? 

A. I did not see any reason why I should 
not continue to help her in her job search. 

Q. Now, was the fact that she was under 
subpoena important information to you? 

A. It was additional information, cer-
tainly. 

Q. If you were trying to get Ms. Lewinsky 
a job, did you expect her to tell you if she 
had any reason to believe she might be a wit-
ness in the Jones case? 

A. She did in fact tell me by showing me 
the subpoena. I had no expectations one way 
or the other. 

Q. Well, I refer you to your grand jury tes-
timony of March 3, ’98 at page 96. Do you re-
call the answer: ‘‘I just think that as a mat-
ter of openness and full disclosure that she 
would have done that.’’ 

A. And she did. 
Q. Precisely. She disclosed to you, of 

course, when she received the subpoena, and 
that’s information that you expected to 
know and to be disclosed to you? 

A. Fine. 
Q. Is— 
A. Yes. Fine. 
Q. And in fact, if Ms. Currie—I’m talking 

about Betty Currie—if she had known that 
Ms. Lewinsky was under subpoena, you 
would have expected her to tell you that in-
formation as well since you were seeking 
employment for Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. Well, it would have been fine had she 
told me. I do make a distinction between 
being a witness on the one hand and being a 
defendant in some sort of criminal action on 
the other. She was a witness in the civil 
case, and I don’t believe witnesses in civil 
cases don’t have a right for—to employment. 

Q. Okay. I refer you to page 95 of your 
grand jury testimony, in which you said: ‘‘I 
believe that had Ms. Currie known, that she 
would have told me.’’ 

And the next question: ‘‘Let me ask the 
question again, though. Would you have ex-
pected her to tell you if she knew?’’ 

And do you recall your answer? 
A. I don’t. 
Q. ‘‘Yes, sure.’’ 
A. I stand by that answer. 
Q. And so it’s your testimony that if Ms. 

Currie had known that Ms. Lewinsky was 
under subpoena, you would have expected 
her to tell you that information? 

A. It would have been helpful. 
Q. And likewise, would you have expected 

the President to tell you if he had any rea-
son to believe that Ms. Lewinsky would be 
called as a witness in the Paula Jones case? 

A. That would have been helpful, too. 
Q. And that was your expectation, that he 

would have done that in your conversations? 
A. It—it would certainly have been helpful, 

but it would not have changed my mind. 
Q. Well, being helpful and that being your 

expectation is a little bit different, and so I 
want to go back again to your testimony on 
March 3, page 95, when the question is asked 
to you—question: ‘‘If the President had any 
reason to believe that Ms. Lewinsky could be 
called a witness in the Paula Jones case, 
would you have expected him to tell you 
that when you spoke with him between the 
11th and the 19th about her?’’ 

And your answer: ‘‘And I think he would 
have.’’ 

A. My answer was yes in the grand jury 
testimony, and my answer is yes today. 

Q. All right. So it would have been helpful, 
and it was something you would have ex-
pected? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And yet, according to your testimony, 

the President did not so advise you of that 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1236 February 4, 1999 
fact in the conversations that he had with 
you on December 7th and December 11th 
after he learned that Ms. Lewinsky was on 
the witness list? 

A. As I testified— 
MR. KENDALL: Objection. Misstates the 

record with regard to December 11th. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: I—I will restate the 

question. I believe it accurately reflects the 
record, and I’ll ask the question. 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. And yet, according to your testimony, 

the President did not so advise you of the 
fact that Ms. Lewinsky was on the witness 
list despite the fact that he had conversa-
tions with you on two occasions, on Decem-
ber 7th and December 11th? 

A. I have no recollection of the President 
telling me about the witness list. 

Q. And during this meeting with Ms. 
Lewinsky on the 11th, did you take some ac-
tion as a result of what she told you? 

A. On the 11th or the 18th? 
Q. Excuse me. I’m sorry. Let me go to the 

19th. 
A. Nineteenth. 
Q. Thank you for that correction. 
Did you refer her to an attorney? 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Okay, and who was the attorney that 

you referred her to? 
A. Frank Carter, a very able local attorney 

here. 
Q. And did you give her two or three attor-

neys to select from, or did you just give her 
one recommendation? 

A. I made a recommendation of Frank Car-
ter. That was the only recommendation. 

Q. Now, let me go to I believe it’s the next 
three exhibits that are in front of you, if 
you’d just turn that first page, and I believe 
they are marked 29, 31, 32 and 33. And these 
are, I believe, exhibits that you have seen be-
fore and are summaries and documents relat-
ing to telephone conversations on this par-
ticular day of December 19th. 

[Witness perusing documents.] 
SENATOR DODD: How are these going to 

be marked—as Jordan Deposition Exhibits— 
MR. HUTCHINSON: These should be 

marked as Exhibits 2, 3, and 4. 
SENATOR DODD: Okay. 
MR. KENDALL: Excuse me, Mr. Manager. 

Are you offering these in evidence? 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Not at this time. 
I guess it’s 2, 3, 4 and 5. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Are we referring 

to the next four exhibits in the package 
here? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes, sir. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Well, we’ll just— 

identify them one at a time, and we’ll— 
MR. HUTCHINSON: All right. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Let’s go to Exhibit 29 as it’s marked, 

but for our purpose, we’re going to refer to it 
as Deposition Exhibit 2. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. For 
identification for right now, we’ll call that 
Jordan Exhibit Number 2 for identification, 
which is marked as, I assume, Grand Jury 
Exhibit Number 29. 

[Jordan Deposition Exhibit No. 2 marked 
for identification.] 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. And from this record, would you agree 

that you received a call from Ms. Lewinsky 
at 1:47 p.m.? 

A. For 11 seconds. 
Q. All right. And subsequent to that, you 

placed a call to talk to the President at 3:51 
p.m. and talked to Deborah Schiff? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And what was the purpose of that call to 

Deborah Schiff? 
A. I—I’m certain that I did not call Debo-

rah Schiff. I had no reason to call Deborah 
Schiff. My suspicion was that if I in fact 

called 1414, that somehow Deborah Schiff 
was answering the telephone. 

Q. Were you trying to get hold of the Presi-
dent? 

A. I think maybe I was. 
Q. All right. And then, subsequent to that, 

Ms. Lewinsky arrived in your office at 4:47 
p.m.—and I believe that would be reflected 
on Exhibit 3—excuse me—Exhibit 4. 

MR. HUNDLEY: Four. 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. And does it also reflect, going back to 

the call records, that you talked to the 
President during the course of your meeting 
with Ms. Lewinsky at approximately 5:01 
p.m.? 

A. I beg your pardon? 
MR. HUTCHINSON: This would be Exhibit 

5. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. Let’s 

mark these for identification purposes. 
We have already identified Deposition Ex-

hibit Number 29 as Exhibit Number 2 for 
identification in Mr. Jordan’s deposition. 

The next one would be Grand Jury Exhibit 
Number 31, and we will mark that as Exhibit 
Number 3 for identification purposes. Fol-
lowing that will be Grand Jury Exhibit Num-
ber 32, that we will identify as Exhibit Num-
ber 4 to Mr. Jordan’s deposition for identi-
fication purposes; and Grand Jury Exhibit 
Number 33 will be Exhibit Number 5 to Mr. 
Jordan’s deposition for identification pur-
poses. 

Now, do we need to go any further at this 
time? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: No. Thank you. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. 
[Jordan Deposition Exhibit Nos. 3, 4 and 5 

marked for identification.] 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Mr. Jordan— 
A. Yes. 
Q. —under Exhibit— 
A. Yes. 
Q. —according to these records, specifi-

cally Exhibit 5, does it reflect that you 
talked to the President during the course of 
your meeting with Ms. Lewinsky at approxi-
mately 5:01 p.m.? 

MR. KENDALL: Object to the form of the 
question. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: You may answer. 
THE WITNESS: I’m confused. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: There’s an objection 

as to the form of the question. 
THE WITNESS: Oh. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: We can resolve it. 
MR. KENDALL: The question was do these 

records indicate this. If he offers Number 2, 
I’m going to object to it. It’s not the best 
evidence. It’s a chart. I don’t know who pre-
pared it— 

SENATOR THOMPSON: He’s referring to 5 
now, I believe, isn’t he? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: I believe this had 

to do with 5. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: All right. 
THE WITNESS: Would you ask your ques-

tion? 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Mr. Jordan, I’m simply trying to estab-

lish, and using Exhibit 5 to refresh your 
recollection— 

MR. KENDALL: I withdraw the objection, 
I withdraw the objection. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right, sir; very 
fine. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. —that this record, Exhibit 5, reflects 

that you talked to the President during the 
course of your meeting with Ms. Lewinsky at 
approximately 5:01 p.m. 

A. Yes. I—I have never had a conversation 
with the President while Ms. Lewinsky was 

present. The wave-in sheet from my office 
said that she came in at 5:47— 

Q. Four forty-seven. 
A. —4:47. She may have been in the recep-

tion area, or she may have been outside my 
office, but Ms. Lewinsky was not in my of-
fice during the time that I had a conversa-
tion with the President. 

Q. And the other alternative would be that 
she came into your office, and then you ex-
cused her while you received a call from the 
President? 

A. That’s a possibility, too— 
Q. All right. 
A. —but she was not present in my office 

proper during the time that I was having a 
conversation with the President. 

Q. Absolutely, and that is clear. 
Now, because we got a little bogged down 

in the records, let me just go back for a mo-
ment. Is it your understanding, based upon 
the records and recollection, that you re-
ceived a call from Ms. Lewinsky about 1:47; 
you talked to Deborah Schiff trying to get 
hold of the President about 3:51 that after-
noon; Ms. Lewinsky arrived at about 4:47 
p.m. 

A. Yes. 
Q. Am I correct so far? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And then you received a call from the 

President at about 5:01 p.m.? 
A. That’s correct. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: I want to say ‘‘Your 

Honor’’—I’ve wanting to do this all day, Sen-
ator—I would offer these Exhibits 2, 3, 4 and 
5 at this time. 

MR. KENDALL: I would object to the ad-
mission of Exhibit Number 2. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Mr. Hutchinson, 
could you identify what this exhibit is from? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Well, this exhibit is a 
summary exhibited based upon the original 
records that establish this. Now, we’ve estab-
lished it clearly through the testimony, so 
it’s not of earth-shattering significance 
whether this is in the record or not, because 
the witness has established it. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. But this 
is a compilation of what you contend— 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: —is otherwise in 

the record? 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Counsel, do we 

really have a problem with that? 
MR. KENDALL: Senator Thompson, I don’t 

know who prepared this or what records it’s 
based on. I have not objected to any of the 
original records, and I’ll continue my objec-
tion. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: I think in light of 
that we will sustain it, if Mr. Hutchinson 
thinks it’s otherwise in the record anyway, 
and not make an issue out of that. 

So we will, then, make as a part of the 
record Exhibits Numbers 3, 4 and 5 that have 
previously been introduced for identification 
purposes; they will now be made a part of the 
record. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you, Senator. 
[Jordan Deposition Exhibit Nos. 3, 4 and 5 

received in evidence.] 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Now, Mr. Jordan, you indicated you had 

this conversation with the President at 
about 5:01 p.m. out of the presence of Ms. 
Lewinsky. Now, during this conversation 
with the President, what did you tell the 
President in that conversation? 

A. That Lewinsky—I’m sure I told him 
that Ms. Lewinsky was in my office, in the 
reception area, that she had a subpoena and 
that I was going to visit with her. 

Q. And did you advise the President as well 
that you were going to recommend Frank 
Carter as an attorney? 

A. I may have. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1237 February 4, 1999 
Q. And why was it necessary to tell the 

President these facts? 
A. I don’t know why it was not unneces-

sary to tell him these facts. I was keeping 
him informed about what was going on, and 
so I told him. 

Q. Why did you make the judgment that 
you should call the President and advise him 
of these facts? 

A. I just thought he ought to know. He was 
interested it—he was obviously interested in 
it—and I felt some responsibility to tell him, 
and I did. 

Q. All right. And what was the President’s 
response? 

A. He said thank you. 
Q. Subsequent to your conversation with 

the President about Monica Lewinsky, did 
you advise Ms. Lewinsky of this conversa-
tion with the President? 

A. I doubt it. 
Q. And if she indicates that she was not 

aware of that conversation, would you dis-
pute her testimony in that regard? 

A. I would not. 
Q. And you say that you doubt it. Was 

there a reason that you would not disclose to 
her the fact that you talked to the President 
when she was the subject of that conversa-
tion? 

A. No. I—I didn’t feel any particular obli-
gation to tell her or not to tell her, but I did 
not tell her. 

Q. Now, we have discussed to a limited ex-
tent the gifts that were mentioned in the 
subpoena in this discussion that you had 
with Ms. Lewinsky. Did she in fact tell you 
about the gifts she had received from the 
President? 

A. I think she told me that she had re-
ceived gifts from the President. 

Q. Did she also indicate that there had 
been an exchange of gifts? 

A. She did. 
Q. And did you think that it was somewhat 

unusual that there had been an exchange of 
gifts? 

A. Uh, a tad unusual, I thought. 
Q. These— 
A. Which again occasioned the question. 
Q. Pardon? 
A. Which again occasioned the ultimate 

question. 
Q. On—on whether there was a sexual rela-

tionship? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And so that was a significant fact in de-

termining whether that question should be 
asked? 

A. It was an additional fact. 
Q. Now, the subpoena also references ‘‘doc-

uments constituting or containing commu-
nications between you’’—which would have 
been Ms. Lewinsky under the subpoena— 
‘‘and the Defendant Clinton, including let-
ters, cards, notes, et cetera.’’ 

Did you ask Ms. Lewinsky at all whether 
there were any kinds of cards or communica-
tions between them? 

A. Uh, I did not, but she may have volun-
teered that. 

Q. And did she tell you about telephone 
conversations with the President? 

A. She did tell me that she and the Presi-
dent talked on the telephone. 

Q. And did she express it in a way that it 
was frustrating because the President didn’t 
call her sufficiently? 

A. Well, that—that is correct, and she was 
disappointed, uh, and disapproving of the 
fact that she was not hearing from the Presi-
dent of the United States on a regular basis. 

Q. During this conversation with Ms. 
Lewinsky, she also made reference to the 
First Lady? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And that was another question of con-

cern when she asked if you thought that the 

President would leave the First Lady at the 
end of his term? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. And what was your reaction to this 

statement? 
A. My reaction to the statement after I got 

over it was that—no way. 
Q. Did it send off alarm bells in your mind 

as to her relationship with the President? 
A. I think it’s safe to say that she was not 

happy. 
Q. You’re speaking of Ms. Lewinsky? 
A. That’s the only person we’re talking 

about, Congressman. 
Q. Now, based upon all of this, was it your 

conclusion the subpoena meant trouble? 
A. Beg your pardon? 
Q. Based upon all of these facts and your 

conversation with Ms. Lewinsky, was it your 
conclusion that the subpoena meant trouble? 

A. Well, I always, based on my experience 
with the grand jury, believe that subpoenas 
are trouble. 

Q. I think you’ve used the language, ‘‘ipso 
facto’’ meant trouble? 

A. Yes, yes, right. 
Q. Now, subsequent to your meeting with 

Ms. Lewinsky on this occasion, did you in 
fact set up an appointment with Mr. Frank 
Carter? 

A. Yes—for the 22nd, I believe. 
Q. Which I believe would have been the 

first part of the next week? 
A. That’s right. 
Q. And still on December 19th, after your 

meeting with Ms. Lewinsky, did you subse-
quently see the President of the United 
States later that evening? 

A. I did. 
Q. And is this when you went to the White 

House and saw the President? 
A. Yes. 
Q. At the time that Ms. Lewinsky came to 

see you on December 19th, did you have any 
plans to attend any social function at the 
White House that evening? 

A. I did not. 
Q. And in fact there was a social invitation 

that you had at the White House that you 
declined? 

A. I had—I had declined it; that’s right. 
Q. And subsequent to Ms. Lewinsky vis-

iting you, did you change your mind and go 
see the President that evening? 

A. After the—a social engagement that 
Mrs. Jordan and I had, we went to the White 
House for two reasons. We went to the White 
House to see some friends who were there, 
two of whom were staying in the White 
House; and secondly, I wanted to have a con-
versation with the President. 

Q. And this conversation that you wanted 
to have with the President was one that you 
wanted to have with him alone? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. And did you let him know in advance 

that you were coming and wanted to talk to 
him? 

A. I told him I would see him sometime 
that night after dinner. 

Q. Did you tell him why you wanted to see 
him? 

A. No. 
Q. Now, was this—once you told him that 

you wanted to see him, did it occur the same 
time that you talked to him while Ms. 
Lewinsky was waiting outside? 

A. It could be. I made it clear that I would 
come by after dinner, and he said fine. 

Q. Now, let me backtrack for just a mo-
ment, because whenever you talked to the 
President, Ms. Lewinsky was not inside the 
room— 

A. That’s correct. 
Q. —and therefore, you did not know the 

details about her questions on the President 
might leave the First Lady and those ques-
tions that set off all of these alarm bells. 

A. [Nodding head up and down.] 
Q. And so you were having—is the answer 

yes? 
A. That’s correct. 
Q. And so you were having this discussion 

with the President not knowing the extent of 
Ms. Lewinsky’s fixation? 

A. Uh— 
Q. Is that correct? 
A. Correct. 
Q. And, regardless, you wanted to see the 

President that night, and so you went to see 
him. And was he expecting you? 

A. I believe he was. 
Q. And did you have a conversation with 

him alone? 
A. I did. 
Q. No one else around? 
A. No one else around. 
Q. And I know that’s a redundant question. 
A. It’s okay. 
Q. Now, would you describe your conversa-

tion with the President? 
A. We were upstairs, uh, in the White 

House. Mrs. Jordan—we came in by way of 
the Southwest Gate into the Diplomatic En-
trance—we left the car there. I took the ele-
vator up to the residence, and Mrs. Jordan 
went and visited at the party. And the Presi-
dent was already upstairs—I had ascertained 
that from the usher—and I went up, and I 
raised with him the whole question of 
Monica Lewinsky and asked him directly if 
he had had sexual relations with Monica 
Lewinsky, and the President said, ‘‘No, 
never.’’ 

Q. All right. Now, during that conversa-
tion, did you tell the President again that 
Monica Lewinsky had been subpoenaed? 

A. Well, we had established that. 
Q. All right. And did you tell him that you 

were concerned about her fascination? 
A. I did. 
Q. And did you describe her as being emo-

tional in your meeting that day? 
A. I did. 
Q. And did you relate to the President that 

Ms. Lewinsky asked about whether he was 
going to leave the First Lady at the end of 
the term? 

A. I did. 
Q. And as—and then, you concluded that 

with the question as to whether he had had 
sexual relations with Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. And he said he had not, and I was satis-
fied—end of conversation. 

Q. Now, once again, just as I asked the 
question in reference to Ms. Lewinsky, it ap-
pears to me that this is an extraordinary 
question to ask the President of the United 
States. What led you to ask this question to 
the President? 

A. Well, first of all, I’m asking the ques-
tion of my friend who happens to be the 
President of the United States. 

Q. And did you expect your friend, the 
President of the United States, to give you a 
truthful answer? 

A. I did. 
Q. Did you rely upon the President’s an-

swer in your decision to continue your ef-
forts to seek Ms. Lewinsky a job? 

A. I believed him, and I continued to do 
what I had been asked to do. 

Q. Well, my question was more did you rely 
upon the President’s answer in your decision 
to continue your efforts to seek Ms. 
Lewinsky a job. 

A. I did not rely on his answer. I was going 
to pursue the job in any event. But I got the 
answer to the question that I had asked Ms. 
Lewinsky earlier from her, and I got the an-
swer from him that night as to the sexual re-
lationships, and he said no. 

Q. It would appear to me that there’s two 
options. One, you asked the question in 
terms of idle conversation, and that does not 
seem logical in view of the fact that you 
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made a point to go and visit the President 
about this alone. 

A. Yes. I never said that—I never talked 
about options. I told you I went to ask him 
that question. 

Q. Well, was it idle conversation, or was 
there a purpose in you asking him that ques-
tion? 

A. It obviously, Congressman, was not idle 
conversation. 

Q. All right. 
A. For him nor for me. 
Q. There was a purpose in it—and would 

you describe it as being important, the ques-
tion that you asked to him? 

A. I wanted to satisfy myself, based on my 
visit with her, that there had been no sexual 
relationships, and he said no, as she had said 
no. 

Q. And why was it important to you to sat-
isfy yourself on that particular point? 

A. I had seen this young lady, and I had 
seen her reaction, uh, and it raised a pre-
sumption, uh, and I wanted to satisfy myself, 
as I had done with her, that there had been 
no sexual relationship between them. 

Q. If you had— 
A. And I did satisfy myself. 
Q. And if you had—well, let me rephrase it. 

If you believed the presumption, or if you 
had evidence that Ms. Lewinsky did have 
sexual relations with the President, would 
this have affected your decision to act in the 
President’s interest in locating her a job 
when she had been subpoenaed in a case ad-
verse to the President? 

A. I do not think it would have affected my 
decision. 

Q. Now, you mentioned that you set up an 
appointment for Ms. Lewinsky at the office 
of Frank Carter for December 22nd. 

A. Right. 
Q. Prior to that appointment with Mr. Car-

ter, did Ms. Lewinsky come to see you in 
your office? 

A. I took Ms. Lewinsky from my office, in 
my Akin Gump, chauffeur-driven car, to 
Frank Carter’s office. 

Q. And when she arrived at your office, did 
you have a discussion with her? 

A. I think I got my coat, she got her—she 
had on her coat—and we left. 

Q. While in your office before going to see 
Mr. Carter, did Ms. Lewinsky ask about her 
job? 

A. Every conversation that I had with Ms. 
Lewinsky had at some point to do with pend-
ing employment. 

Q. And I take that as a ‘‘yes’’ answer, but 
I would also refer you to page 184 of your pre-
vious testimony in which that answer was 
‘‘yes.’’ 

A. Yes. 
Q. And so prior to going to see Mr. Carter, 

you met with Ms. Lewinsky and—where she 
asked about her job? 

A. Well, as I’m putting on my coat, I mean, 
we did not sit down and have a conference. 
We had an appointment. 

Q. Now, you last testified before the grand 
jury in June of 1998, and you have not had 
the opportunity to address some issues that 
Ms. Lewinsky raised when she testified be-
fore the grand jury in August of 1998, and I 
would like to—there will be a number of 
questions as we go through this today relat-
ing to some things that she testified to, be-
cause it’s important that we hear your re-
sponses to it, and so I’d like to ask you about 
a couple of these particular areas. 

During this meeting—and you say it was a 
short meeting, that you really didn’t sit 
down—but during this time, did Ms. 
Lewinsky ask if you had told the President 
that she had been subpoenaed in the Jones 
case? 

A. She may have, and—and if she did, I an-
swered yes. 

Q. Even though you did not tell her about 
the conversation on December 19th that you 
had with the President in which you told the 
President she had been subpoenaed? 

A. If she had asked, I would have told her. 
If she asked me on the 22nd, I answered yes. 

Q. And did Ms. Lewinsky show you any 
gifts that she was bringing to Mr. Frank Car-
ter? 

A. Yeah—I’m not aware that Ms. Lewinsky 
showed me any gifts. I have no—I have no 
recollection of her having shown me gifts 
given her by the President. And my best 
recollection is that she came to my office, I 
got myself together, and that we left. I have 
no recollection of her showing me gifts given 
her by the President. 

Q. Would you dispute if she in fact had 
gifts with her on that occasion? 

A. I don’t know whether she had gifts with 
her or not. I do have—I have no recollection 
of her showing me, saying, ‘‘This is a gift 
given me by the President of the United 
States.’’ 

Q. And if she testifies that she showed you 
the gifts she was bringing Mr. Carter, you 
would dispute that testimony? 

A. I have not any recollection of her show-
ing me any gifts. 

Q. And I take that as not denying it— 
MR. KENDALL: Objection to form. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. —but that you have no recollection. 
A. Uh, I don’t know how else to say it to 

you, Mr. Congressman. 
Q. Well— 
A. I have no recollection of Ms. Lewinsky 

coming to my office and showing me gifts 
given her by the President of the United 
States. 

Q. Let me go on. Did Ms. Lewinsky tell you 
that she and the President had had phone 
sex? 

A. I think Ms.—I know Ms. Lewinsky told 
me about, uh, telephone conversations with 
the President. If Ms. Lewinsky had told me 
something about phone sex, I think I would 
have remembered that. 

Q. And therefore, if she testifies that she 
told you that Ms. Lewinsky and the Presi-
dent had phone sex, then you’d simply deny 
her testimony in that regard? 

A. I— 
MR. KENDALL: Object to the form. 
THE WITNESS: I have no recollection, 

Congressman, of Ms. Lewinsky telling me 
about phone sex—but given my age, I would 
probably have been interested in what that 
was all about. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: We’ll overrule the 
objection. It’s a leading question, but I think 
that it will be permissible for these purposes. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: It’s my understanding, 
Senator, that under the Senate rule, that the 
witness would be considered an adverse wit-
ness. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: That’s correct. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Well, I don’t mean to engage in disputes 

over fine points, but I guess— 
A. Well, you obviously, Congressman, have 

Ms. Lewinsky saying one thing and me say-
ing another. I stand by what I said. 

Q. Which is that you have no recollection 
of that discussion taking place. 

A. But I do think that I would have re-
membered it had it happened. 

Q. All right. Now, after your brief encoun-
ter or meeting with Ms. Lewinsky in your of-
fice, did you take Ms. Lewinsky in your vehi-
cle to Mr. Carter’s office? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And when you arrived at Mr. Carter’s of-

fice, did you meet with Mr. Carter in ad-
vance, while Ms. Lewinsky waited outside? 

A. I said a brief hello to him. We talked 
about lunch. I never took off my coat. I did 
take off my hat, because it was inside. And 
I left them, and I got a piece of his candy. 

Q. Now, I was looking at the testimony of 
Mr. Carter. Now, do you recall a meeting 
with Mr. Carter in his office while Ms. 
Lewinsky waited outside, even if it might 
have been a brief meeting? 

A. Yes, I think maybe I went in. I just 
don’t know—I was there for a very short 
time. 

Q. Did you explain to Mr. Carter that you 
were seeking Ms. Lewinsky a job at the re-
quest of the President? 

A. No, I did not, but I think he knew that. 
Q. And why do you think he knew that? 
A. I must have told him. 
Q. So at some point, you believe that you 

told Mr. Carter that you were seeking Ms. 
Lewinsky a job at the request of the Presi-
dent? 

A. I think I may have done that. 
Q. Now, you have referred other clients to 

Mr. Carter during your course of practice 
here in Washington, D.C.? 

A. Yes, I have. 
Q. About how many have you referred to 

him? 
A. Oh, I don’t know. Maggie Williams is 

one client that I—I remember very defi-
nitely. 

I like Frank Carter a lot. He’s a very able 
young lawyer. He’s a first-class person, a 
first-class lawyer, and he’s one of my new ac-
quaintances amongst lawyers in town, and I 
like being around him. We have lunch, and 
he’s a friend. 

Q. And is it true, though, that when you’ve 
referred other clients to Mr. Carter that you 
never personally delivered and presented 
that client to him in his office? 

A. But I delivered Maggie Williams to him 
in my office. I had Maggie Williams to come 
to my office, and it was in my office that I 
introduced, uh, Maggie Williams to Mr. Car-
ter, and she chose other counsel. I would 
have happily taken Maggie Williams to his 
office. 

Q. But this is the only occasion that you 
took your Akin, Gump-chauffeured vehicle 
and delivered the client to Mr. Carter in his 
office? 

A. It was. 
Q. Now, we’re not going to go through, 

probably to your relief, each day’s phone 
calls, but is it safe to say that Ms. Lewinsky 
called you regularly, both keeping you post-
ed on her interviews and contacts, but also 
asking you what you knew about her job de-
sires? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. And it is also true that during this proc-

ess, you kept the President informed? 
A. That, too, is correct. 
Q. And did the President ever give you any 

other instruction other than to find Ms. 
Lewinsky a job in New York? 

A. I do not view the President as giving me 
instructions. The President is a friend of 
mine, and I don’t believe friends instruct 
friends. Our friendship is one of parity and 
equality. 

Q. Let me rephrase it, and that’s— 
A. Thank you. 
Q. That’s a fair comment that you cer-

tainly made. 
Did you ever receive any other request 

from the President in reference to your deal-
ing with Monica Lewinsky other than the re-
quest to find her a job in New York? 

A. That is correct. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: I’ve been informed 

that there’s a few minutes left on the tape. 
Do you want to break? 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Yes. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. Let’s 

take a 5–minute break at this point. 
Also, if it’s not objectionable to anyone, 

let’s move a little closer to 1 o’clock, after 
all, for lunch, if that’s okay. We have a con-
ference that that will coincide with a little 
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better, but for right now, let’s take a 5– 
minute break. 

SENATOR DODD: Just before we do, just 
to make it—and the admonition about 
these—these—this matter being in—con-
fidential. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Right. 
SENATOR DODD: And I’m going to restate 

that over and over again today, so that peo-
ple understand the rules under which we’re 
operating here, and this is confidential and 
no one is to reveal anything they hear, ex-
cept to the people that was listed in Senator 
Thompson’s opening remarks. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Absolutely. 
We’ll be in recess. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This marks the 

end of Videotape Number 1 in the deposition 
of Vernon E. Jordan, Jr. We are going off the 
record at 11:35 a.m. 

[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This marks the be-

ginning of Videotape Number 2 in the deposi-
tion of Vernon E. Jordan, Jr. We are going 
back on the record at 11:49 a.m. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right, Mr. 
Hutchinson, and you have consumed an hour 
and 40 minutes. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you, Senator 
Thompson. 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Mr. Jordan, I was reminded that the last 

question I asked you received an answer that 
I didn’t, at least, understand, so I’m going to 
reask that question, and the question that I 
had asked, I believe, was: Did you ever re-
ceive any other request from the President 
in reference to your dealings with Ms. 
Lewinsky other than the request to find her 
a job in New York? And I think your answer 
was: That’s correct. And that confuses me a 
little bit, so let me rephrase the question. 

Did you ever receive—not rephrase it, but 
restate the question. Did you ever receive 
any other request from the President in ref-
erence to your dealings with Monica 
Lewinsky other than the request to find her 
a job in New York? 

A. I did not. 
Q. Now, let me go to December 31, 1997, in 

reference to another issue that Ms. Lewinsky 
has testified about in her August grand jury 
appearance and in which you have not had 
the opportunity to discuss in detail. 

Ms. Lewinsky has testified that she met 
you for breakfast at the Park Hyatt— 

MR. HUNDLEY: Excuse me. I think you 
misspoke yourself. You said ’97. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: This is ’97, right? 
MR. HUNDLEY: It is? I apologize. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Okay. Thank you, Mr. 

Hundley. The years are confusing, but I be-
lieve this is December 31, 1997. 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. And Ms. Lewinsky has testified that she 

met you for breakfast at the Park Hyatt, and 
even specifically as to what she had for 
breakfast on that particular occasion when 
she met with you and as to the conversation 
that she had. 

And I want to show you, in order to hope-
fully refresh your recollection, an exhibit 
which I’m going to mark as the next exhibit 
number, which will be 6, I believe? 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Yes. What— 
MR. HUTCHINSON: And it’s in the binder 

as Exhibit 42. It is not there, but it is in the 
binder as Exhibit 42. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Let’s take a mo-
ment so everyone can refer to that. 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Have you located that, Mr. Jordan? 
A. [Nodding head up and down.] 
Q. And this receipt, is this a receipt for a 

charge that you had at the Park Hyatt on 
December 31st? 

A. That’s an American Express receipt for 
breakfast. 

Q. And is the date December 31st? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And does it reflect the items that were 

consumed at that breakfast? 
A. It reflects the items that were paid for 

at that breakfast. 
[Laughter.] 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Does it appear to you that this is a 

breakfast for two people? 
A. The price suggests that it was a break-

fast for two people. 
Q. All right. And the fact that there’s two 

coffees, there is one omelet, one English 
muffin, one hot cereal, and can you identify 
from that what you ordinarily eat at break-
fast? 

A. What I ordinarily eat at breakfast var-
ies. This morning, it was fish and grits. 

Q. All right. Now, Ms. Lewinsky in her tes-
timony, I think, referenced as to what she 
ate, which I believe would be confirmed in 
this record. 

Do you recall a meeting with Ms. 
Lewinsky at the Park Hyatt on December 
31st of— 

A. If you— 
Q. —1997? 
A. If you would refer to my testimony be-

fore the grand jury when asked about a 
breakfast with Ms. Lewinsky on December 
31st, I testified that I did not have breakfast 
with Ms. Lewinsky on December 31st because 
I did not remember having had breakfast 
with Ms. Lewinsky on December 31st. It was 
not on my calendar. It was New Year’s Eve. 
I have breakfast at the Park Hyatt Hotel 
three or four times a week if I am in town, 
and so I really did not remember having 
breakfast with Ms. Lewinsky. And that’s an 
honest statement, I did not remember, and I 
told that to the grand jury. 

It is clear, based on the evidence here, that 
I was at the Park Hyatt on December 31st. 
So I do not deny, despite my testimony be-
fore the grand jury, that on December 31st 
that I was there with Ms. Lewinsky, but I did 
testify before the grand jury that I did not 
remember having a breakfast with her on 
that date, and that was the truth. 

My recollection has subsequently been re-
freshed, and—and so it is—it is undeniable 
that there was a breakfast in my usual 
breakfast place, in the corner at the Park 
Hyatt. I’m there all the time. 

Q. All right. And so—and that would be 
with Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And so the—so your memory has been 

refreshed, and I appreciate the statement 
that you just made. 

Let me go to that meeting with her and 
ask whether during this occasion that you 
met her for breakfast that there was a dis-
cussion about Ms. Linda Tripp and Ms. 
Lewinsky’s relationship with her and con-
versations with her. 

A. I also testified in my grand jury testi-
mony that I never heard the name ‘‘Linda 
Tripp’’ until such time that I saw the Drudge 
Report. I did not have a conversation with 
Ms. Lewinsky at the breakfast at the Park 
Hyatt Hotel on December 31st about Linda 
Tripp. I never heard the name ‘‘Linda 
Tripp,’’ knew nothing about Linda Tripp 
until I read the Drudge Report. 

Q. All right. And do you recall a discussion 
with Ms. Lewinsky at the Park Hyatt on this 
occasion in which there were notes discussed 
that she had written to the President? 

A. I am certain that Ms. Lewinsky talked 
to me about notes. 

Q. On this occasion? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And would these have been notes that 

she would have sent to the President? 
A. I think that there was—these notes had 

to do with correspondence between Ms. 
Lewinsky and the President. 

Q. And would have she mentioned the re-
tention or copies of some of that correspond-
ence on her computer in her apartment? 

A. She may have done that. 
Q. And did you ask her a question, were 

these notes from the President to you? 
A. I understood from our conversation that 

she and the President had correspondence 
that went back and forth. 

Q. And did you make a statement to her, 
‘‘Go home and make sure they’re not there’’? 

A. Mr. Hutchinson, I’m a lawyer and I’m a 
loyal friend, but I’m not a fool, and the no-
tion that I would suggest to anybody that 
they destroy anything just defies anything 
that I know about myself. So the notion that 
I said to her go home and destroy notes is ri-
diculous. 

Q. Well, I appreciate that reminder of eth-
ical responsibilities. It was— 

A. No, it had nothing to do with ethics, as 
much as it’s just good common sense, moth-
er wit. You remember that in the South. 

Q. And so—and let me read a statement 
that she made to the grand jury on August 
6th, 1998. This is the testimony of Ms. 
Lewinsky, referring to a conversation with 
you at the Park Hyatt that, ‘‘She,’’ referring 
to Linda Tripp, ‘‘was my friend. I didn’t real-
ly trust her. I used to trust her, but I didn’t 
trust her anymore, and I was a little bit con-
cerned because she had spent the night at 
my home a few times, and I thought—I told 
Mr. Jordan. I said, ’Well, maybe she’s heard 
some’—you know, I mean, maybe she saw 
some notes lying around, and Mr. Jordan 
said, ’Notes from the President to you?,’ and 
I said, ’No. Notes from me to the President,’ 
and he said, ’Go home and make sure they’re 
not there.’’’ 

A. And, Mr. Hutchinson, I’m saying to you 
that I never heard the name ‘‘Linda Tripp’’ 
until I read the Judge—Drudge Report. 

Secondly, let me say to you that I, too, 
have read Ms. Lewinsky’s testimony about 
that breakfast, and I can say to you, without 
fear of contradiction on my part, maybe on 
her part, that the notion that I told her to go 
home and destroy notes is just out of the 
question. 

Q. And so this is not a matter of you not 
recalling whether that occurred or not— 

A. I am telling you— 
Q. Well, let me— 
A. —emphatically— 
Q. Mr. Jordan, let me finish the question. 
A. Okay, all right. 
Q. Please, sir. 
A. Okay. 
Q. It’s sort of important for the record. 
This is a statement by Ms. Lewinsky that 

you flatly and categorically deny? 
A. Absolutely. 
Q. Now, you talked about ‘‘mother wit,’’ I 

think it was; that you knew at the time that 
you had this discussion with Ms. Lewinsky 
that these notes would have been covered by 
the subpoena based upon your discussion of 
that on December 19th? 

A. Ask that question again. 
Q. All right. This is a meeting on Decem-

ber 31st at the Park Hyatt. 
A. Right. 
Q. A discussion about the notes, cor-

respondence between Ms. Lewinsky and the 
President. 

A. Right. 
Q. You are aware, based upon your discus-

sion of the subpoena on December 19th, that 
these were covered under the subpoena? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And did you tell Ms. Lewinsky that you 

need to make sure you tell your attorney, 
Mr. Carter, and that these are turned over 
under the subpoena? 

A. What I did not tell her was to destroy 
the notes. Whether I told her to give them to 
Mr. Carter or not, I have no recollection of 
that. 
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Q. But you knew at the time that these 

notes were a matter of evidence? 
A. I think that’s a valid assumption. 
Q. But you knew that? 
A. It’s a valid assumption. 
Q. Now, during this meeting at the Park 

Hyatt, did Ms. Lewinsky also make it clear 
to you that she was in love with the Presi-
dent? 

A. That, I had already concluded. 
Q. And if Ms.—now, was there anything 

else at the Park Hyatt at this meeting on 
December 31st that you recall discussing 
with Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. Job, work, in New York, in the private 
sector. 

Q. And that was the—was this a meeting 
that was set up at her request or your re-
quest? 

A. I’m certain it was at her request. I am 
fairly certain that I did not call Ms. 
Lewinsky and say will you join me at the 
Park Hyatt for breakfast on December 31st, 
on New Year’s Eve. 

Q. All right. And did you also talk about 
her situation under the subpoena and the 
fact that she was going to have to give testi-
mony, it looked like? 

A. I am not Ms. Lewinsky’s lawyer, and I 
did not view it as my responsibility to give 
Ms. Lewinsky advice and counsel. 

I had found her very able, competent coun-
sel. 

Q. Respectfully, I am simply asking wheth-
er that was discussed. 

A. And I am simply saying to you, I did not 
provide her legal counsel. 

Q. Okay. Was it discussed in—not in terms 
of legal representation, but in terms of Mr. 
Jordan to Monica Lewinsky about any emo-
tional concerns she might have about pend-
ing testimony? 

A. I have no recollection of talking to her 
about pending testimony. 

Q. Fair enough. Now, let’s go back to Mr. 
Carter’s representation of Ms. Lewinsky that 
you referred to. Were you aware that Mr. 
Carter was preparing an affidavit for Ms. 
Lewinsky to sign in the Jones case? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And on or about the 6th or 7th of Janu-

ary, did you become aware that she in fact 
had signed the affidavit and that Mr. Carter 
had filed a motion to quash her subpoena in 
the case? 

A. She told me that she had signed the affi-
davit. 

Q. And did in fact Mr. Carter also relate to 
you that that had occurred? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And I think you made a statement in 

your March grand jury testimony that there 
was no reason for accountability, that he re-
assured me that he had things under control? 

A. That is correct. I stand by that testi-
mony. 

Q. And now, if you would, look at the next 
exhibit, which is in that stapled bunch of ex-
hibits that have been provided to you. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: This will be Exhibit 
No. 7, we’ll mark for your deposition. 

And, Senator, did we put Exhibit No. 6 in? 
SENATOR THOMPSON: No, we didn’t. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: I would like to offer 

that as an exhibit to this deposition. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: It will be made a 

part of the record. 
[Jordan Deposition Exhibit Nos. 6 and 7 

marked for identification.] 
[Witness perusing document.] 
SENATOR DODD: That is Number 6? 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Six. That’s the Park 

Hyatt. 
SENATOR DODD: Oh, that is going to be 

Number 6, the Park Hyatt, not the— 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Now, what is 7? 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Now, 7 is the affidavit 

of Jane Doe Number 6, which in the—I think 
everybody has found that in the book. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: What is the grand 
jury number? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: It’s 85, the grand jury 
number. 

This will be Deposition Exhibit Number 7. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Now, Mr. Jordan, I think you’re review-

ing that. 
This affidavit bears the signature on the 

last page of Monica S. Lewinsky, is that cor-
rect? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And have you ever seen this signed affi-

davit before? 
A. I don’t think so. 
Q. Do you not recall that Ms. Lewinsky 

brought this in and showed it to you? 
A. She may have. 
Q. And I’d be glad to refresh you. I know 

that some of this— 
A. Yeah, if it’s in the testimony, Congress-

man. 
Q. Page 192 of your previous grand jury tes-

timony. Is it your recollection that she 
showed this to you in a meeting in your of-
fice after she had signed it? 

A. I stand by that testimony. 
Q. And so the date of that signature of Ms. 

Lewinsky, is that January 7? 
A. January 7th, 1998. 
Q. All right. Now, whenever she presented 

this signed affidavit to you, did you read it 
sufficiently to know that it stated that Ms. 
Lewinsky did not have a sexual relationship 
with the President? 

A. I was aware that that was in the affi-
davit. 

Q. And I believe you previously testified 
that you’re a quick reader and you skimmed 
it and familiarized yourself with it? 

A. Skimmed it. 
Q. And prior to seeing the signed affidavit 

that she brought to you, the day after it was 
signed, was there a time that Ms. Lewinsky 
called you concerning the affidavit and said 
that she had some questions about the draft 
of the affidavit? 

A. Yes. I do recollect her calling me and 
asking me about the affidavit, and I said to 
her that she should talk to the—talk to 
Frank Carter, her counsel, about the affi-
davit and not to me. 

Q. And if I could go into, again, some areas 
that had not been previously asked to you, 
and since Ms. Lewinsky testified to the 
grand jury on August 6th. 

Ms. Lewinsky has testified that she 
dropped a copy of the affidavit to you, and 
that you—and that you and she had a tele-
phone conversation in which you discussed 
changes to the affidavit. Does this refresh 
your recollection, and do you agree with Ms. 
Lewinsky’s recollection of a discussion on 
changes in the affidavit? 

A. I do agree with the assumption—I mean, 
I do agree with the statement that Ms. 
Lewinsky dropped the affidavit off and called 
me up about the affidavit and was quite ver-
bose about it, and I sort of listened and said 
to her, ‘‘You need to talk to Frank Carter.’’ 

She was not satisfied with that, and so she 
kept talking and I kept doodling and listen-
ing as she went on in sort of a, for lack of a 
better word, babble about this—about this 
thing, but it was not my job to advise her 
about an affidavit. I don’t do affidavits. 

Q. Now, if I may show you, which would be 
Exhibit— 

MR. HUTCHINSON: First, let me go ahead 
and offer 7. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: It’s made a part of 
the record. 

[Jordan Deposition Exhibit No. 7 received 
in evidence.] 

MR. HUTCHINSON: It’s part of the record. 
And then go to Exhibit 8, which was 

marked as Exhibit 39 as your previous grand 
jury testimony. 

[Jordan Deposition Exhibit No. 8 marked 
for identification.] 

[Witness perusing document.] 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Now, Exhibit 8 is a summary of tele-

phone calls on January 6th, which would be 
the day before the affidavit was signed by 
Ms. Lewinsky on the 7th. 

Now, you can reflect on that for a moment, 
but in reviewing these calls, it appears that 
Mr. Carter was paging Ms. Lewinsky early 
on in the day, 11:32 a.m., and then at 3:26, 
you had a telephone call with Mr. Carter for 
6 minutes and 42 seconds. 

And then there was—call number 6 was to 
Ms. Lewinsky, which was obviously a 24–sec-
ond short call, and then a subsequent call for 
almost 6 minutes at 3:49 p.m. to Ms. 
Lewinsky. 

Was this last call for 5 minutes to Ms. 
Lewinsky the call that you just referenced in 
which the draft affidavit was discussed? 

A. I think that is correct. The 24–second 
call, I think, was voice mail. 

Q. Was—was—pardon? 
A. Voice mail. 
Q. Certainly. 
And subsequent to your conversation with 

Ms. Lewinsky for 5 minutes and 54 seconds, 
did you have two calls to Mr. Carter, which 
would be No. 9 and 10? 

[Witness perusing document.] 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Do you know why you would have been 

calling Mr. Carter on three occasions, the 
day before the affidavit was signed? 

A. Yeah. I—my recollection is—is that I 
was exchanging or sharing with Mr. Carter 
what had gone on, what she had asked me to 
do, what I refused to do, reaffirming to him 
that he was the lawyer and I was not the 
lawyer. I mean, it would be so presumptuous 
of me to try to advise Frank Carter as to 
how to practice law. 

Q. Would you have been relating to Mr. 
Carter your conversations with Ms. 
Lewinsky? 

A. I may have. 
Q. And if Ms. Lewinsky expressed to you 

any concerns about the affidavit, would you 
have relayed those to Mr. Carter? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And if Mr. Carter was a good attorney 

that was concerned about the economics of 
law practice, he would have likely billed Ms. 
Lewinsky for some of those telephone calls? 

A. You have to talk to Mr. Carter about his 
billing. 

Q. It wouldn’t surprise you if his billing did 
reflect a—a charge for a telephone conversa-
tion with Mr. Jordan? 

A. Keep in mind that Mr. Carter spent 
most of his time in being a legal services 
lawyer. I think his concentration is pri-
marily on service, rather than billing. 

Q. But, again, based upon the conversa-
tions you had with him, which sounds like 
conversations of substance in reference to 
the affidavit, that it would be consistent 
with the practice of law if he charged for 
those conversations? 

A. That’s a question you’d have to ask Mr. 
Carter. 

Q. They were conversations of substance 
with Mr. Carter concerning the affidavit? 

A. And they were likely conversations 
about more than Ms. Lewinsky. 

Q. But the answer was yes, that they were 
conversations of substance in reference to 
the affidavit? 

A. Or at least a portion of them. 
Q. In other words, other things might have 

been discussed? 
A. Yes. 
Q. In your conversation with Ms. Lewinsky 

prior to the affidavit being signed, did you in 
fact talk to her about both the job and her 
concerns about parts of the affidavit? 
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A. I have never in any conversation with 

Ms. Lewinsky talked to her about the job, on 
one hand, or job being interrelated with the 
conversation about the affidavit. The affi-
davit was over here. The job was over here. 

Q. But the—in the same conversations, 
both her interest in a job and her discussions 
about the affidavit were contained in the 
same conversation? 

A. As I said to you before, Counselor, she 
was always interested in the job. 

Q. Okay. And she was always interested in 
the job, and so, if she brought up the affi-
davit, very likely it was in the same con-
versation? 

A. No doubt. 
Q. And that would be consistent with your 

previous grand jury testimony when you ex-
pressed that you talked to her both about 
the job and her concerns about parts of the 
affidavit? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. Now, on January 7th, the affidavit was 

signed. Subsequent to this, did you notify 
anyone in the White House that the affidavit 
in the Jones case had been signed by Ms. 
Lewinsky? 

A. Yeah. I’m certain I told Betty Currie, 
and I’m fairly certain that I told the Presi-
dent. 

Q. And why did you tell Betty Currie? 
A. I’m—I kept them informed about every-

body else that was—everything else. There 
was no reason not to tell them about that 
she had signed the affidavit. 

Q. And why did you tell the President? 
A. The President was obviously interested 

in her job search. We had talked about the 
affidavit. He knew that she had a lawyer. It 
was in the due course of a conversation. I 
would say, ‘‘Mr. President, she signed the af-
fidavit. She signed the affidavit.’’ 

Q. And what was his response when you in-
formed him that she had signed the affi-
davit? 

A. ‘‘Thank you very much.’’ 
Q. All right. And would you also have been 

giving him a report on the status of the job 
search at the same time? 

A. He may have asked about that, and— 
and part of her problem was that, you know, 
she was—there was a great deal of anxiety 
about the job. She wanted the job. She was 
unemployed, and she wanted to work. 

Q. Now, I think you indicated that he was 
obviously concerned about—was it her rep-
resentation and the affidavit? 

A. I told him that I had found counsel for 
her, and I told him that she had signed the 
affidavit. 

Q. Okay. You indicated that he was con-
cerned, obviously, about something. What 
was he obviously concerned about in your 
conversations with him? 

A. Throughout, he had been concerned 
about her getting employment in New York, 
period. 

Q. And he was also concerned about the af-
fidavit? 

A. I don’t know that that was concern. I 
did tell him that the affidavit was signed. He 
knew that she had counsel, and he knew that 
I had arranged the counsel. 

Q. Do you know whether or not the Presi-
dent of the United States ever talked to her 
counsel, Mr. Carter? 

A. I have—I have no knowledge of that. 
Q. Did you ever relate to Mr. Carter that 

you were having discussions with the Presi-
dent concerning his representation of Ms. 
Lewinsky and whether she had signed the af-
fidavit? 

A. I don’t know whether I told him that 
she had—he had—I don’t know whether I told 
Mr. Carter that I told the President he had 
signed the affidavit. It is—it is not beyond 
reasonableness. 

Q. Now let’s go on. After the affidavit was 
signed, were you ultimately successful in ob-
taining Ms. Lewinsky a job? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And in fact, the day after Ms. Lewinsky 

signed the affidavit, you placed a personal 
call to Mr. Ron Perelman of Revlon, encour-
aging him to take a second look at Ms. 
Lewinsky? 

A. That is correct, based on the fact that 
Ms. Lewinsky thought that her interview 
had not gone well, when in fact it had gone 
well. 

Q. Okay. And in fact, Ms. Lewinsky had 
called you on a couple of occasions after the 
interview and finally got a hold of you and 
told you she thought the interview went 
poorly? 

A. That’s correct. 
Q. And as a response to that information, 

you did not call Mr. Halperin back, who you 
had previously talked to about the issue, but 
you called Mr. Perelman? 

A. That’s right. 
Q. Was there a reason that you called Mr. 

Perelman in contrast to Mr. Halperin? 
A. Well, the same reason I would have 

called you about a committee if you were 
chairman of it, as opposed to calling to a 
member of the committee. 

Q. All right. You wanted to go to the top? 
A. When it’s necessary. 
Q. And I remember a phrase you used. I 

might not have it exactly right, but you 
don’t get any richer or more powerful than 
Mr. Perelman? 

A. Certainly not much richer. 
Q. Okay. And—and so you had a conversa-

tion with Mr. Perelman, and did you tell him 
something like, make it happen if it can hap-
pen? 

A. I said, ‘‘This young lady’’—I mean, I 
think I said, ‘‘This young lady has been 
interviewed. She thinks it did not go well. 
Would you look into it?’’ 

Q. And what was his response? 
A. That he would look into it. 
Q. Now I’d like to show you the next ex-

hibit, and before I do that, I would go back 
and offer Number 7. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Seven is the last. 
This would be Number 8 that you—that 

you have been discussing. The compilation of 
the telephone call record? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes. 
MR. KENDALL: I object. Same ground as 

before. It’s not best evidence. We don’t know 
who compiled these. These are not primary 
records. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Mr. Jordan has 
verified several of these items, but I do no-
tice there are some items here that do not 
have to do with Mr. Jordan, that we could 
not expect him to be able to verify. 

So I would ask counsel, if he needs to iden-
tify any more of these conversations and use 
this to reflect Mr. Jordan’s memory, he’s 
free to do so, but as an exhibit, I think the 
objection is probably well taken. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Let me just state, Sen-
ator, that this is a compilation of calls based 
upon the records that have been in the Sen-
ate record, and this has been—this compila-
tion has been in there some time. 

Now, I, quite frankly, understand the ob-
jection, and it might have meritorious if this 
was being introduced into evidence in the ac-
tual trial, and so I would suggest perhaps, 
since he’s identified most of the calls al-
ready, that this could be referenced as a dep-
osition exhibit because he’s referred to it and 
that’s helpful, without—obviously, there 
might in a more—it might not be entered 
into evidence as such. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Could I ask you if 
it’s been in the record as a compilation? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes, it has. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: In this form? I no-

tice that it has a grand jury— 
MR. HUTCHINSON: It’s—Senator, it’s Vol-

ume III of the Senate record, page 161, and so 
it’s all in there, anyway. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: I notice in the 
record here, counsel is informing me that it 
is in the record, but there are several 
redactions. Is that correct? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: That is correct, and 
for that reason—in fact, a number of these 
summaries are not redacted in our form and 
they’re redacted in the record, and we’d like 
to have the opportunity to redact it in the 
form of taking out the personal telephone 
numbers. 

MR. KENDALL: Senator Thompson, if I 
may be heard, my objection is—to this is a 
summary. We don’t know who did it. We 
don’t know what it’s based on. 

The witness has testified, and his testi-
mony is in the record, so far as his recollec-
tion is refreshed. 

I have no objection to original phone 
records, but I do object to the summary. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Counsel, could I 
suggest that maybe you just make a ref-
erence specifically to where it is in the exist-
ing record? I think it would serve your same 
purpose and to keep you from having— 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Sure. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: —to go through 

and redact everything. Would that be satis-
factory? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: I think that would be 
satisfactory, and what I can do is that I can 
withdraw this exhibit and reference in the 
transcript of this deposition that the exhibit 
is found in Table 35 of Senate record, Volume 
III, at page 161. 

SENATOR DODD: Let me just ask the 
House Manager, if I can as well. Are these 
from the Senate record? I’m told that some 
of these are not from the Senate record, and 
we’re kind of confined to the Senate record, 
as I understand it. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Well, other than the 
redactions, this summary itself is in the Sen-
ate record. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Yes. 
Counsel informs me, it’s already in. It re-

fers to evidentiary record Volume IV. 
MS. BOGART: Is it IV or III? 
SENATOR THOMPSON: It says IV here, 

Part 2 of—Part 2 of 3. 
So, for the record, this would be pages 1884 

and 1885 of the evidentiary record, Volume 
IV, Part 2 of 3, all right? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. So the 

record will be—the objection will be sus-
tained, and reference has been made. 

SENATOR DODD: And can we just—be-
cause I presume you may have more of these 
coming along, and it seems to me you might 
want to have staff or others begin to work so 
we don’t go through this every time, particu-
larly with the unredacted material that may 
be included in here, which is not part of the 
Senate record. 

The unredacted information comes out of 
the House record, as I understand, and that 
is a distinction. 

MR. HUNDLEY: I would just add that Mr. 
Jordan—the last 3 days of his grand jury tes-
timony, they asked him about every phone 
call, and if you want to use those, you know, 
go to his grand jury testimony, you know, I 
think it would move things along. 

There isn’t a phone call. We produced like 
a telephone book of phone calls that Mr. Jor-
dan made, and they called them all out, after 
they got through asking about who’s that, 
who’s that and who’s the—you’ve got a pret-
ty good record of calls that might have some 
relevance in this. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right, sir. All 
right. 

SENATOR DODD: Let me also just suggest 
on the earlier—Senator Thompson, in the 
earlier objection raised by Counsel Kendall, 
sustained the objection, but had made ref-
erence to the fact that since this material 
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had been brought into the record that 
those—if any documentation is included 
there, that we—we do use the Senate docu-
ments with the redacted information, rather 
than the House records for the purposes of 
this deposition. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right, sir. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Proceed. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. And I will handle it this way, Mr. Jor-

dan, and let me say that I was sort of con-
structing my questioning, so as not to get 
bogged down in an extraordinary number of 
telephone calls, but let me go to the chart in 
front of you which is Grand Jury Exhibit 44, 
which is marked for our purposes as Exhibit 
9 for identification purposes. 

[Jordan Deposition Exhibit No. 9 marked 
for identification.] 

[Witness perusing document.] 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. And I’m going to—I’d like for you to 

refer that—refer you to that for purposes of 
putting this particular day, January 8th, in 
context and asking you some questions 
about some of those telephone calls. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: I’m sorry. What 
was the question? Are you making reference 
for identification purposes? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes. This is Exhibit 9, 
which is Grand Jury Exhibit 44. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right, for iden-
tification purposes. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Yes. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Now, this is the day, January 8th, which 

is the day that Ms. Lewinsky felt like she 
had a poor job interview. Does this reflect 
calls from the Peter Strauss residence to 
your office? 

A. I see a call number 3, 11:50 a.m., Peter 
Strauss residence. The number is here to my 
office. 

Q. All right. 
A. And it says length of call, one minute. 
Q. All right. And, in fact, calls 3, 4 and 5 

and 9 are calls from the Peter Strauss resi-
dence to your office? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. And Peter Strauss is the residence in 

which Ms. Lewinsky was staying while in 
New York? 

A. I just know that Peter Strauss, my old 
friend, is Monica Lewinsky’s stepfather. 

MR. HUNDLEY: But he wasn’t there. 
THE WITNESS: You know, where she was 

and all of that, I don’t know. I’m just— 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. You received calls from Ms. Lewinsky 

on this particular day? 
A. From this number, according to this 

piece of paper. 
Q. And does this time reference coincide 

with your recollection as to when you re-
ceived calls from Ms. Lewinsky on this par-
ticular day? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And during these calls is when she re-

lated the difficulty of the job interview; is 
that correct? 

A. I believe so—that it had not gone well. 
Q. All right. And then, subsequently, you 

put in a call to Mr. Perelman at Revlon? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that was to encourage him to take 

a second look. Is that call number 6 on this 
summary? 

A. Call number 6; it lasted one minute and 
42 seconds. 

Q. And is that the call that you placed to 
Mr. Perelman? 

A. I believe that is correct. 
Q. And this was subsequent to the calls 

that you received from Ms. Lewinsky? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And then you let Ms. Lewinsky know 

that you had called Mr. Perelman; and do 

you recall what you would have told her at 
that time? 

A. I think I told her that I had spoken 
with, uh—with, uh, Mr. Perelman, the chair-
man, and that I was hopeful that things 
would work out. 

Q. All right. And, in fact, they did work 
out because the next day you were informed 
that a temporary job—or a preliminary job 
offer had been made to Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. That’s right. 
Q. So she was able to secure the job based 

upon your call to Mr. Perelman? 
A. Based upon my call, from the time that 

I called Halperin through to Mr. Perelman. 
Q. All right. 
A. I take credit for that. 
Q. All right. Now, in fact, you’ve used 

terms like ‘‘the Jordan magic worked’’? 
A. It—it has from time to time. 
Q. And it did on this occasion? 
A. I believe so. 
Q. And then, you also informed Ms. Betty 

Currie that the mission was accomplished? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And after securing the job for Ms. 

Lewinsky, you did inform Betty Currie of 
that fact? 

A. And the President. 
Q. All right. And was the purpose of letting 

Betty Currie know so that she could tell the 
President? 

A. She saw the President much more often 
that I did. 

Q. And—but you wanted to inform the 
President personally that you were success-
ful in getting Ms. Lewinsky a job? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And you did that, uh—was it on the— 

what, the day after she secured the job or the 
day—the day that she secured the job? 

A. I don’t know the answer to that. 
Q. Well, shortly thereafter is it fair to say 

that you informed the President personally? 
A. I certainly told him. 
Q. All right. Now, at this point, you had 

successfully obtained a job for Ms. Lewinsky 
at the request of the President, and you had 
been successful in obtaining an attorney for 
Ms. Lewinsky. Did you see your responsibil-
ities in regard to Ms. Lewinsky as con-
tinuing or completed? 

A. I don’t know, uh, that I saw them as, uh, 
necessary completed. There is—as you know 
from your own experience in helping young 
people with work, there tends to be some 
sense of responsibility to follow through, 
that they get to work on time, that they 
work hard, and that they succeed. So I don’t 
think that I felt that my responsibility had 
terminated. I felt like I had a continuing re-
sponsibility to just make sure that it hap-
pened and that she—that it worked out all 
right. But I don’t think I acted on that re-
sponsibility. 

Q. Well, this is—the job was completed—I 
believe it was January 8th when she secured 
the job? 

A. That was the day that I called Ronald 
Perelman. 

Q. Okay, so it would have been the 9th that 
she would have been informed that she had 
the job. 

A. That’s right. 
Q. So this is the 9th of January, and that 

mission had been accomplished. Now, I want 
you to recall your testimony of May 28th be-
fore the grand jury in which the question 
was asked to you—and this is at page 81; the 
question begins at the bottom of page 80. 

Question: ‘‘When you introduced Monica 
Lewinsky to Frank Carter on December 22, 
1997, what further involvement did you ex-
pect to have with Monica Lewinsky and 
Frank Carter?’’ 

Answer: ‘‘Beyond getting her the job, I 
thought it was finished, done’’—and what’s 
that last word you used? 

A. ‘‘Fini.’’ 
Q. ‘‘Fini.’’ And so that was the basis on the 

question, was your previous testimony that 
after you got Ms. Lewinsky a job and after 
you secured her attorney, there was really 
no other need for involvement or continued 
meetings with her? 

A. That is correct. That does not mean, on 
the other hand, that, uh, if you go to a meet-
ing at the board, that you don’t stop in and 
see how—how people are doing. In this cir-
cumstance, that process was short-circuited 
very quickly. 

Q. I’m sorry? 
A. She never ended up working there. 

You—you—you do remember that. 
Q. Now, but you had described your fre-

quent telephone calls from Ms. Lewinsky as 
being bordering on annoyance, I think. Is 
that a fair characterization? 

A. That’s a fair characterization. 
Q. And you’re a busy man. You stopped 

billing at $450 an hour. You’re having calls 
from Ms. Lewinsky. Were you glad at this 
point to have this ‘‘bordering on annoyance’’ 
situation completed? 

A. ‘‘Glad’’ is probably the wrong word. 
‘‘Relieved’’ is maybe a better word. 

Q. All right. Now, during the time that you 
were helping Ms. Lewinsky secure a job, this 
was widely known at the White House, is 
that correct? 

A. I—I don’t know the extent to which it 
was widely known. I dealt with Ms. Currie 
and with the President. 

Q. In fact, Ms. Cheryl Mills, sitting here at 
counsel table, knew that you were helping 
Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. I believe that’s true. 
Q. And Betty Currie knew that you were 

helping Ms. Lewinsky? 
A. Yes. 
Q. The President knew it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you presumed that Bruce Lindsey 

knew it? 
A. I presumed that. That’s a very small 

number, given the number of people who 
work at the White House. 

Q. Now, after that December 19 meeting— 
and I’m backtracking a little bit—the meet-
ing that you had with Ms. Lewinsky in which 
she covered with you the fact that she had 
been subpoenaed, after that, you had numer-
ous conversations with Ms. Betty Currie; is 
that correct? 

A. I’m not sure I had numerous conversa-
tions with Ms. Betty Currie, but I have al-
ways during this administration been in 
touch with Ms. Currie. 

Q. And during those conversations with 
Ms. Betty Currie, did you let her know that 
Ms. Lewinsky had been subpoenaed? 

A. I think I’ve testified to that. 
Q. All right, and so would that have been 

fairly shortly after the meeting on December 
19th with Ms. Lewinsky that you notified 
Betty Currie that Ms. Lewinsky had in fact 
been subpoenaed? 

A. I—I think that’s safe to say, Counselor. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Senator, I—this would 

be a good time for a break, if that would 
meet with your approval, for lunch. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right, sir. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: And I’m—it’s hard to 

estimate, and you probably don’t trust law-
yers when they tell you how long it’s going 
to take after lunch, but— 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Try your best. Do 
you want to make an estimate, or you’d 
rather not? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Oh, I think it would be 
less than an hour that I would have remain-
ing, and most likely much shorter than that. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right, sir. 
THE WITNESS: May I make a suggestion? 

It’s 25 minutes to 1. Do you want to go to 1 
o’clock? 
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MR. HUTCHINSON: I think a break would 

be helpful. 
THE WITNESS: To you or to me? 
[Laughter.] 
SENATOR THOMPSON: I think some of us 

have some scheduling issues, and I do under-
stand that, so I’m open to any suggestions, 
Senator Dodd or anyone else, as to how long 
we want to take. Yesterday, they took an 
hour. I’m not—we have a conference and I 
could use a little extra time, I suppose, in 
addition to the hour, but it’s not of major 
concern to me. 

I assume you want to get back as soon as 
possible. 

THE WITNESS: I’m prepared to forgo 
lunch and stay here as long as need be so we 
can finish. And we don’t have to have lunch; 
we can just keep going, if it’s all right with 
counsel. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Well, we’ve got 
some scheduling issues that we are going to 
have to take care of. So let’s just make it— 
let’s just make it— 

SENATOR DODD: That clock is a little 
fast, I think. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Is it? 
SENATOR DODD: Is that right? It’s about 

12:30? 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: It’s 12:35. 
SENATOR DODD: So an hour and 15 min-

utes. Is that— 
SENATOR THOMPSON: What about—what 

about—let’s come back at 1:45. That will be 
about, what—that’s an hour and 10 minutes, 
isn’t it, or 8 minutes, something like that? 

All right. Without objection, then— 
SERGEANT-AT-ARMS: Senator, we have 

lunch outside here. It’s sandwiches— 
SENATOR DODD: Can we go off the 

record? 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Are we off the 

record? Let’s go off the record. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the 

record now at 12:33 p.m. 
[Whereupon, at 12:33 p.m., a luncheon re-

cess was taken.] 
AFTERNOON SESSION 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back 

on the record at 1349 hours. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. Mr. 

Hutchinson? 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you, Senators. 
DIRECT EXAMINATION BY HOUSE MANAGERS— 

RESUMED 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Mr. Jordan, good afternoon. 
A. Good afternoon. 
Q. You testified very clearly earlier today 

that you were a close friend of the President. 
Would you also describe yourself as a friend 
of Mr. Kendall, sitting to my left, one of the 
attorneys for the President? 

A. Not only is Mr. Kendall my friend, Mr. 
Kendall has, unfortunately, the distinction 
of graduating from Wabash College, a little, 
small town in Indiana, and I’m a graduate of 
DePauw University, and we have a 100–year 
rivalry. And Mr. Kendall and I bet. 

Mr. Hutchinson, I am pleased to tell you 
that Mr. Kendall is in debt to me for 2 years 
because DePauw— 

MR. KENDALL: May I object? 
[Laughter.] 
THE WITNESS: —because DePauw Univer-

sity has defeated Wabash College two times 
in succession. And so, yes, we are very good 
friends. I have great respect for him as a per-
son, as a lawyer, and despite his under-
graduate degree from Wabash, I respect his 
intellect. 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. May I assume from that answer that the 

answer to my question is yes? 
A. The answer—the answer to your ques-

tion is, indubitably, yes. 
Q. Now I am going to ask another question 

in similar vein. You can answer yes or no. Do 

you consider yourself a friend of Cheryl 
Mills? 

A. That requires more than just a ‘‘yes’’ 
answer. 

Q. I do not want to shortchange her, but I 
know that—in fact, I think you might have, 
to a certain extent, mentored her. Is that a 
fair description? 

A. And vice versa. 
Q. All right. And Bruce Lindsey, is he also 

a friend of yours? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Now—so when was the last time that 

you met with any member of the President’s 
defense team? 

A. I have not had a meeting with a member 
of the President’s defense team. They were 
right nextdoor to me just a few minutes ago, 
and we said hello, but we have not had a 
meeting. And maybe if you’d tell me about 
what, I can be more specific. 

Q. Well—and that’s a good point. Cer-
tainly, we’re lawyers, and we have casual 
conversations, and we visit and we exchange 
pleasantries, and that’s the way life should 
be. 

I guess I was more specifically going to the 
question as to whether you have discussed 
with the President’s defense team any mat-
ter of substance relating to the present pro-
ceedings in the United States Senate. 

A. Any matter of substance relating to 
these proceedings here in the United States 
Senate have been handled very ably by my 
lawyer, Mr. William Hundley. 

Q. And I understand that, but my question 
is—despite your able representation by Mr. 
Hundley—my question is—is whether you 
had any meetings or discussions with the 
President’s defense team in regard to these 
proceedings. 

A. The answer is no. 
Q. Thank you. 
And has anyone briefed you other than 

your attorney, Mr. Hundley, on yesterday’s 
deposition of Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. The answer is no. 
Q. Now, you know Greg Craig? 
A. I do know Greg Craig. 
Q. And he’s a member of the President’s 

defense team as well? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you have not had any meetings of 

substance with him in regard to the present 
proceedings? 

A. I have not. 
Q. And have you had any meetings with 

any of the President’s defense team in regard 
to not just the present proceedings, but prior 
proceedings related to your testimony before 
the grand jury or the investigation by the 
OIC? 

A. I have had conversations with the Presi-
dent’s lawyer, Mr. Bennett, and a conversa-
tion or two with Mr. Kendall on the issue of 
settlement of the Paula Jones case, and I be-
lieve I testified to that before the grand jury. 

Q. All right. Thank you, Mr. Jordan, and 
now let me move to another area. 

Do you recall an occasion in which Ms. 
Betty Currie came to see you in your office 
a few days before the President’s deposition 
in the Jones case on January 17th? 

A. Yes, I do. 
Q. And I believe you have previously indi-

cated that it was on a Thursday or Friday, 
which would have been around the 15th or 
16th? 

A. Yeah. I’ve testified to that specifically 
as to the date in my grand jury testimony, 
and I stand on that testimony. 

Q. Certainly. But in general fashion, it 
would have been a couple of days before the 
President’s testimony on January 17th? 

A. I believe that is correct, sir. 
Q. And did—was this meeting with Betty 

Currie originated by a telephone call with 
Ms. Betty Currie? 

A. Ms. Currie called me. 
Q. And did she explain to you why she 

needed to see you? 
A. Yes, she did. 
Q. And was that that she had a call from 

Michael Isikoff of Newsweek magazine? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And what did she say about that that 

caused her to call you? 
A. She had said that Mr. Isikoff had called 

her and wanted to interview her, having 
something to do with Monica Lewinsky, and 
I said to her, why don’t you come to see me. 

Q. And why did you ask her to come see 
you, rather than just talking to her about it 
over the telephone? 

A. I felt more comfortable doing that, and 
I think she felt comfortable or more com-
fortable doing that, rather than doing it on 
the telephone. And so I asked her to come to 
my office, and she did. 

Q. Did you consider—or did she seem upset 
at the time that she called? 

A. I think she was concerned. 
Q. And as—you did in fact meet with her in 

your office? 
A. I did. 
Q. And what did she relate to you in your 

office? 
A. That Michael Isikoff was a friend of 

hers, and that Michael Isikoff had called to— 
pursuant to a story that he was about to 
write having to do with Ms. Lewinsky, and 
she—she was concerned about what to do. 
And I suggested to her that she talk to Bruce 
Lindsey and to Mike McCurry as to what she 
should do, Bruce Lindsey on the legal side 
and Mike McCurry on the communications 
side. 

Q. Did she explain to you what it was spe-
cifically that Mr. Isikoff was inquiring about 
in reference to Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. No. I don’t remember the exact nature 
of Isikoff’s inquiry. What I do remember is 
that Isikoff, a Newsweek magazine reporter, 
had called and was making these inquiries, 
and she was at a loss as to where to turn or 
to what to do, and I think that stemmed 
from the fact of some White House policy 
saying that before you talk to anybody in 
the media, you check it out. 

Q. And did she explain to you that she had 
already seen Bruce Lindsey about it before 
she came to see you? 

A. She did not. 
Q. And so you were basically telling her to 

see Bruce Lindsey, and if she had already 
seen that, then that might have not been 
that helpful? 

A. I don’t know whether I was being help-
ful or not. I responded to her, and I gave her 
the advice to call Bruce Lindsey and to call 
Mike McCurry. 

Q. Let me refer you to the testimony of 
Ms. Betty Currie, and perhaps that will help 
refresh you, and if not, perhaps you can re-
spond to it. 

A. Sure. 
Q. And for reference purposes, I’m referring 

to the grand jury testimony of Ms. Betty 
Currie on May 6th, 1998, at page 122. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Is there a way I— 
MR. HUNDLEY: We don’t have that. If you 

want to—if you want us to read along or 
just— 

THE WITNESS: Wait a minute. I might 
have it right here. What page? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: What’s the exhibit 
number? 

MR. HUNDLEY: How long is it, Mr. Hutch-
inson? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: This would just be 
some short question-and-answers. 

MR. HUNDLEY: Why don’t you just read 
it? We don’t—go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: Oh, fine. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. I’m going to read it, and if there’s—it’s 

at page 122, but this just puts it in context. 
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The question: ‘‘Ms. Currie, if I’m not mis-

taken, if I could ask you a couple of ques-
tions. When you found out Mr. Isikoff was 
curious about the courier receipts, you were 
concerned enough to go visit Vernon Jor-
dan?’’ 

The answer is: ‘‘Correct.’’ 
And I’m skipping on down. I’m trying to 

point to a couple of things that are of inter-
est. 

And question: ‘‘And you went to Bruce 
Lindsey because you said you knew that he 
was working on the matter?’’ 

And question: ‘‘What did Bruce tell you 
after you told him this?’’ 

And answer: ‘‘He told me not to call him 
back, referring to Mr. Isikoff, make him 
work for the story. I remember that.’’ 

And then she refers to going to see Mr. Jor-
dan. 

Why did you tell him, or, ‘‘Why did you 
call Mr. Jordan?’’ 

Answer: ‘‘Because I had a comfort level 
with Vernon, and I wanted to see what he 
had to say about it.’’ 

MR. KENDALL: Counsel, excuse me. I ob-
ject to your reading of that, but my under-
standing that the conversation with Bruce 
Lindsey occurred later. Are you representing 
that it occurred before the visit to Mr. Jor-
dan? I don’t have the transcript in front of 
me. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Well, I’m—I’m not 
making a representation one way or the 
other. I’m just representing what Ms. Currie 
testified to, and that is the context of it, 
that the visit to Mr. Lindsey was prior to 
going to see Mr. Jordan. And that is at page 
122 through 130 of Betty Currie’s transcript 
of May 6th, 1998. 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. But the first question, Mr. Jordan, is 

that she refers to courier receipts. I believe 
that was referring to courier records of gifts 
from Ms. Lewinsky to the President. 

Did Ms. Currie come to you and say specifi-
cally that Mr. Isikoff was inquiring about 
courier records on gifts from Ms. Lewinsky 
to the President? 

A. I have no recollection of her telling me 
about the specific inquiry that Isikoff was 
making. The issue for her was whether or not 
she should see him, and I said to her, before 
she made any decision about that, that she 
should talk to these two particular people on 
the White House staff. 

Q. Well, again, if Ms. Currie refers to the 
courier receipts on gifts, would that be in 
conflict in any way with your recollection as 
to what Mr. Isikoff was inquiring about, 
what Ms. Currie told you? 

A. I stand on what I’ve just said to you. 
Q. Now, you followed this case, and, of 

course— 
SENATOR THOMPSON: While we’re on 

that subject, does counsel need any addi-
tional time to look over that? I don’t want 
to leave an objection on the record. If you 
feel like you need to press it— 

SENATOR DODD: Do you have a copy of 
the document? 

MR. KENDALL: Senator Thompson, we 
don’t have the full copy of the Currie tran-
script. This was not— 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Why don’t we re-
serve this, then, and you can be looking at 
it, and then we’ll—we’ll take it up a little 
later. 

MR. KENDALL: We’re still actually miss-
ing some pages of the transcript. I don’t 
know if somebody has that. 

SENATOR DODD: Why don’t you see if you 
can’t get them for them? 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Okay. 
SENATOR DODD: All right? 
SENATOR THOMPSON: We’ll let them be 

doing that, if that’s okay with everyone 
and— 

SENATOR DODD: And you’ll withdraw 
your objection as of right now, or— 

MR. KENDALL: Yes. I’ll withdraw it until 
I can scrutinize the pages, but I may then 
renew it. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: All right, sir. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. On—there’s been some testimony in this 

case by Ms. Lewinsky that on December 
28th, there was a gift exchange with the 
President; that subsequent to that, Ms. 
Currie went out and picked up gifts from Ms. 
Lewinsky, and she put those gifts under Ms. 
Currie’s bed. Are you familiar with that 
basic scenario? 

A. I read about it and heard about it. I do 
not know that because that was told to me 
by Ms. Lewinsky or by Ms. Currie. 

Q. Certainly, and I’m just setting that 
forth as a backdrop for my questioning. 

Now, you know, I guess it’s—it might be 
difficult to understand a great deal of con-
cern about a news media call, but if that 
news media call was about gifts or evidence 
that was in fact under Ms. Currie’s bed or in-
volved in that exchange, then that would be 
a little heightened concern. 

A. Yes. 
Q. Would that seem fair? 
A. I do not, as I’ve said to you, know spe-

cifically the nature of Mr. Isikoff’s inquiry 
to Ms. Currie, and I know nothing at that 
particular time about Mr. Isikoff making an 
inquiry about gifts under the bed. 

Q. All right. I refer you to your grand jury 
testimony of March 5, 1998, at page 73, when 
the question was asked of you about Ms. Cur-
rie’s visit to you, ‘‘What exactly did she tell 
you?’’ and your answer: ‘‘She told me that 
she had a call from Isikoff from Newsweek 
magazine, who was calling to make inquiries 
about Monica Lewinsky and some taped con-
versations, and I said you have to talk to 
Mike McCurry and you have to talk to Bruce 
Lindsey.’’ 

And so, despite your statement today that 
you have no recollection as to what she told 
you, going back to your March testimony, 
you referred to her relating Isikoff inquiring 
about taped conversations. 

A. And that’s what it says, ‘‘taped con-
versations,’’ and I stand by that. 

What was taped, I don’t know. 
Q. Well, I don’t think you previously today 

mentioned taped conversations. 
MR. HUNDLEY: Well, I don’t really think 

your question would have called for that re-
sponse, but I’m not going to object. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you, Mr. 
Hundley. 

BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. I’m trying to get to the heart of the 

matter. Ms. Currie is concerned enough that 
she leaves the White House and goes to see 
Mr. Vernon Jordan, and she raises an issue 
with you and, according to your testimony, 
you told her simply, you need to go see Mike 
McCurry or Bruce Lindsey. 

A. That is correct. 
Q. And it’s your testimony that she never 

raised with you any issue concerning the— 
Mr. Isikoff inquiring about gifts and records 
of gifts by Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. I stand by what I—what you just read to 
me about—from my testimony about tapes 
conversations. I have no recollection about 
gifts or gifts under the bed. 

Q. Okay. Are you saying it did not happen, 
or you have no recollection? 

A. I certainly have no recollection of it. 
Q. Well, do you have a specific recollection 

that it did not happen, that she never raised 
the issue of gifts with you? 

A. It is my judgment that it did not hap-
pen. 

Q. Did she seem satisfied with your advice 
to go see Mr. Bruce Lindsey, who she pre-
sumably had already seen? 

A. I assumed that she took my advice. 
Q. Did she discuss in any way with you the 

incident on December 28th when she re-
trieved the gifts— 

A. She did not. 
Q. —from Ms. Lewinsky? 
A. She did not. 
Q. Now, a few days later, the President of 

the United States testified before the grand 
jury in the—excuse me—testified in his depo-
sition in the Jones case. 

After the President’s deposition, did he 
have a conversation with you on that day? 

A. Yes. I’m sure we talked. 
Q. And then, on the next day, and without 

getting into the entire record of telephone 
calls, there was, is it fair to say, a flurry of 
telephone calls in which everyone was trying 
to locate Ms. Monica Lewinsky? 

A. The next day being which day? 
Q. The next day would have been—well, 

January 18th. 
A. That’s Sunday. 
Q. Correct. 
MR. HUNDLEY: I think it’s the 19th. 
THE WITNESS: I think it’s the 19th when 

there was a flurry of calls. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: I think you’re abso-

lutely correct. 
THE WITNESS: We’ll be glad to be helpful 

to you in any way we can. 
MR. HUNDLEY: We’re even now. I was 

wrong on one. You were wrong. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: That’s fair enough, 

fair enough. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. And on the 19th—of course, the 18th is in 

the record where the President visited with 
Ms. Betty Currie at the White House—on the 
19th, which would have been Monday, was 
there on that day a flurry of activity in 
which there were numerous telephone calls, 
trying to locate Monica Lewinsky? 

A. Yes. And you have a record of those 
telephone calls, and those telephone calls, 
Congressman, were driven by two events— 
first, the Drudge Report; and later in the 
afternoon, driven by the fact that, uh, I had 
been informed by Frank Carter, counsel to 
Ms. Lewinsky, that he had been relieved of 
his responsibilities as her counsel. And that 
is the basis for these numerous telephone 
calls. 

Q. And you yourself were engaged in some 
of those telephone calls trying to locate Ms. 
Lewinsky? 

A. Oh, yes, to ask her—I mean, I had just 
found out that she had been involved in 
these conversations with this person called 
Linda Tripp, and that was of some curiosity 
and concern to me. 

Q. And you had heard Ms. Tripp’s name 
previously on December 31st at the Park 
Hyatt? 

A. I’ve testified already that I never heard 
the name ‘‘Linda Tripp’’ until I saw the 
Drudge Report. I did not testify that I heard 
the name ‘‘Linda Tripp’’ on December 31st. 

Q. So the first time you heard Ms. Tripp’s 
name was on January 19th when the Drudge 
Report came out? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. And you had already secured a— 
A. The 18th, I believe it was. 
MR. HUNDLEY: Eighteenth. 
THE WITNESS: Not the 19th. 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Thank you. 
You had already secured a job for Ms. 

Lewinsky? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And you— 
A. Found a lawyer. 
Q. And a lawyer. And, as you had said at 

one point, job finished—fini. Why is it that 
you felt like you needed to join in the search 
for Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. If you had been sitting where I was, and 
all of a sudden you found out, after getting 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1245 February 4, 1999 
her a job and after getting her a lawyer, that 
there’s a report that says that she’s been— 
she’s been taped by some person named 
Linda Tripp, I think just, mother wit, com-
mon sense, judgment, would have suggested 
that you would be interested in what that 
was about. 

Q. And were you trying to provide assist-
ance to the President of the United States in 
trying to locate Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. I was not trying to help the President of 
the United States. At that point, I was try-
ing to satisfy myself as to what had gone on 
with this person for whom I had gotten both 
a job and a lawyer. 

Q. Now, subsequent to this, you felt it nec-
essary to make a public statement on Janu-
ary 22 in front of the Park Hyatt Hotel? 

A. I did make a public statement on Janu-
ary 22nd at the Park Hyatt Hotel. 

Q. And what was the reason that you gave 
this public statement? 

A. I gave the public statement because I 
was being rebuked and scorned and talked 
about, sure as you’re born, and I felt some 
need to explain to the public what had hap-
pened. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: All right. And I have a 
copy of that public statement that is marked 
as Grand Jury Exhibit 87, but we will mark 
it as Exhibit— 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Seven, I believe. 
SENATOR DODD: We’ve gone through 9, 

haven’t we? You’re marking it. If you’re only 
marking it, I think we— 

SENATOR THOMPSON: We have six exhib-
its, didn’t we? 

SENATOR DODD: We’ve done more than 
that, haven’t we? 

MR. HUTCHINSON: I have nine. 
SENATOR DODD: Nine. Did you enter 9, or 

did you just note it? 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Six were entered, 

two were sustained, I think. 
MS. MILLS: I have seven. 
SENATOR DODD: Nine, you have here, but 

we didn’t—I don’t know if you—you don’t 
have 9 as an exhibit, or just noted? 

MR. GRIFFITH: Nine was Grand Jury 44. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: We just noted it, I be-

lieve. 
SENATOR DODD: You didn’t ask that it be 

entered in the record? 
MR. HUTCHINSON: I believe that’s cor-

rect. 
SENATOR DODD: Yes. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: How about those 

we sustained objections to? That doesn’t 
count. 

SENATOR DODD: Well, they’re still 
marked. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: They were 
marked? 

SENATOR DODD: So which one should this 
be? Ten? 

SENATOR THOMPSON: This will be 10? 
SENATOR DODD: This is 10, then. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: All right, Number 10. 
[Jordan Deposition Exhibit No. 10 marked 

for identification.] 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. Do you have a copy of that, Mr. Jordan? 
A. I have a copy of it. Thank you. 
Q. Thank you. Now, prior to making this 

public statement, did you consult with the 
President’s attorney, Mr. Bob Bennett? 

A. I did not, not about this statement. 
Q. Did you consult with the President’s at-

torney, Mr. Bob Bennett? 
A. I did not consult with him. Mr. Bennett 

came to my office and met with me and my 
attorney, Mr. Hundley, in my office. 

Q. All right. And that was sometime prior 
to making this statement? 

A. That is correct. 
Q. And it would be—and it would have been 

between the 19th and the 22nd? 
A. That is correct. 

Q. It would have been after all of the public 
issues— 

A. It was after— 
Q. —came up? 
A. —I returned from Washington, and it 

may have been—from New York—and it may 
have been, I think, Wednesday afternoon. 

Q. Now, in this statement, you indicated 
that you referred Ms. Lewinsky for inter-
views at American Express and at Revlon. 

A. That is correct, and Young & Rubicam. 
Q. And in fact, as your testimony today in-

dicates, you did more than refer her for 
interviews, did you not? 

A. Explain what you mean, and I’ll be 
happy to answer. 

Q. Well, in fact, when the interview went 
poorly, according to Ms. Lewinsky, you 
made calls to get her a second interview and 
to make it happen. 

A. That is safe to say. 
Q. All right. And I think you’ve also de-

scribed your involvement in the job search 
as running the job search? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And so it was a little bit more than sim-

ply referring her for interviews. Is that a fair 
statement? 

A. That’s a fair statement. 
Q. And then, in this statement, you also in-

dicate that ‘‘Ms. Lewinsky was referred to 
me by Ms. Betty Currie’’—— 

A. Yes. 
Q. —is that correct? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And in fact, you were acting, as you 

stated, at the behest of the President? 
A. Through Ms. Currie. I’m satisfied with 

this statement as correct. 
Q. So—but you were acting in the job 

search at the behest of the President, as you 
have previously testified? 

A. I’ve testified to that. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Now, we would offer 

this as Exhibit No. 10. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Without objec-

tion, it will be made a part of the record. 
[Jordan Deposition Exhibit No. 10 received 

in evidence.] 
MR. HUNDLEY: The only problem with 

this line of questioning is I think I wrote 
that thing. 

[Laughter.] 
BY MR. HUTCHINSON: 
Q. After you—after you last testified be-

fore the grand jury in June of ’98, since then, 
the President testified before the grand jury 
in August, and prior to his testimony before 
the grand jury in August, he made his state-
ment to the Nation in which he—I believe 
the language was admitted to ‘‘an inappro-
priate relationship with Ms. Lewinsky.’’ 

Now, at the time that you testified in June 
of ’98, you did not have this information, did 
you? 

A. He had not made that statement on the 
17th of August, that’s for sure. 

Q. And was he in fact, to your knowledge, 
still denying the existence of that relation-
ship? 

A. I think, as I remember the statement, 
he said he misled the American people. 

Q. And subsequent to this admission, did 
you talk to your friend, the President of the 
United States, about his false statements to 
you? 

A. I have not spoken to him about any 
false statements, one way or the other. 

Q. Now, you have testified that you in the 
job search were acting at the behest of the 
President of the United States; is that cor-
rect? 

A. I stand on that. 
Q. And there is no question but that Ms. 

Monica Lewinsky understood that? 
A. I have to assume that she understood 

that. 
Q. Okay. And in the law, there is the rule 

of agency and apparent authority. Is it safe 

to assume that Ms. Lewinsky believed that 
you had apparent authority on behalf of the 
President of the United States? 

A. I think I know enough about the law to 
say that the law of agency is not applicable 
in this situation where there was a potential 
romance and not a work situation. I think 
the law of agency has to do with a work situ-
ation and an employment situation and not 
having to do with some sort of romance. I 
think that’s right. 

Q. Well, let me take it out of the legal 
realm. 

A. You raised it—I didn’t. 
Q. And let’s put it in the realm of mother 

wit. Ms. Lewinsky is looking to you as a 
friend of the President of the United States, 
knowing that you’re acting at the behest of 
the President of the United States. Is it not 
reasonable to assume that when she commu-
nicates something to you or she hears some-
thing from you, that it’s as if she is talking 
to someone who is acting for the President? 

A. No. When she’s talking to me, she’s 
talking to me, and I can only speak for me 
and act for me. 

MR. HUTCHINSON: Could I have just a 
moment? 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Yes. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: At this time, Your 

Honors, the House Managers would reserve 
the balance of its time. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Counsel? 
MR. HUNDLEY: Fine. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: All right. 
MR. HUTCHINSON: Thank you, Mr. Jor-

dan. 
THE WITNESS: Thank you, Mr. Hutch-

inson. 
SENATOR THOMPSON: Mr. Kendall? 

EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR THE PRESIDENT 
BY MR. KENDALL 

Q. Mr. Jordan, is there anything you think 
it appropriate to add to the record? 

A. Mr. Hutchinson, I’d just like to—— 
MR. HUTCHINSON: I’m going to object to 

the form of that question. I think that even 
though—and that’s not even a leading ques-
tion; that’s an open-ended question that 
calls for a narrative response. And I think in 
fairness to the record that that is just sim-
ply too broad for this deposition purpose. 

SENATOR THOMPSON: Mr. Kendall, is 
there any chance of perhaps your rephrasing 
the question somewhat? 

MR. KENDALL: Certainly. 
BY MR. KENDALL: 
Q. Mr. Jordan, you were asked questions 

about job assistance. Would you describe the 
job assistance you have over your career 
given to people who have come to you re-
questing help finding a job or finding em-
ployment? 

A. Well, I’ve known about job assistance 
and have for a very long time. I learned 
about it dramatically when I finished at 
Howard University Law School, 1960, to re-
turn home to Atlanta, Georgia to look for 
work. In the process of my—during my sen-
ior year, it was very clear to me that no law 
firm in Atlanta would hire me. It was very 
clear to me that, uh, I could not get a job as 
a black lawyer in the city government, the 
county government, the State government 
or the Federal Government. 

And thanks to my high school bandmaster, 
Mr. Kenneth Days, who called his fraternity 
brother, Donald L. Hollowell, a civil rights 
lawyer, and said, ‘‘That Jordan boy is a fine 
boy, and you ought to consider him for a job 
at your law firm,’’ that’s when I learned 
about job referral, and that job referral by 
Kenneth Days, now going to Don Hollowell, 
got me a job as a civil rights lawyer working 
for Don Hollowell for $35 a week. 

I have never forgotten Kenneth Days’ gen-
erosity. And given the fact that all of the 
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other doors for employment as a black law-
yer graduating from Howard University were 
open to me, that’s always—that’s always 
been etched in my heart and my mind, and 
as a result, because I stand on Mr. Days’ 
shoulders and Don Hollowell’s shoulders, I 
felt some responsibility to the extent that I 
could be helpful or got in a position to be 
helpful, that I would do that. 

And there is I think ample evidence, both 
in the media and by individuals across this 
country, that at such times that I have been 
presented with that opportunity that I have 
taken advantage of that opportunity, and I 
think that I have been successful at it. 

Q. Was your assistance to Ms. Lewinsky 
which you have described in any way depend-
ent upon her doing anything whatsoever in 
the Paula Jones case? 

A. No. 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES SIT-

TING FOR THE TRIAL OF THE IMPEACHMENT 
OF WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON, PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 
EXCERPTS OF VIDEO DEPOSITION OF SIDNEY 

BLUMENTHAL 
(Wednesday, February 3, 1999, Washington, 

D.C.) 
SENATOR SPECTER: If none, I will swear 

the witness. 
Mr. Blumenthal, will you please stand up 

and raise your right hand? 
You, Sidney Blumenthal, do swear that the 

evidence you shall give in this case now 
pending between the United States and Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton, President of the 
United States, shall be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you, God? 

MR. BLUMENTHAL: I do. 
Whereupon, SIDNEY BLUMENTHAL was 

called as a witness and, after having been 
first duly sworn by Senator Specter, was ex-
amined and testified as follows: 

SENATOR SPECTER: Thank you. 
THE WITNESS: Thank you. 
SENATOR SPECTER: The House Managers 

may begin their questioning. 
MR. ROGAN: Thank you, Senator. 

EXAMINATION BY HOUSE MANAGERS 
BY MR. ROGAN: 
Q. Mr. Blumenthal, first, good morning. 
A. Good morning to you. 
Q. My name is Jim Rogan. As you know, I 

am one of the House Managers and will be 
conducting this deposition pursuant to au-
thority from the United States Senate. 

First, as a preliminary matter, we have 
never had the pleasure of meeting or speak-
ing until this morning, correct? 

A. That’s correct. 
Q. If any question I ask is unclear or is in 

any way ambiguous, if you would please call 
that to my attention, I will be happy to try 
to restate it or rephrase the question. 

A. Thank you. 
Q. Mr. Blumenthal, where are you cur-

rently employed? 
A. At the White House. 
Q. Is that in the Executive Office of the 

President? 
A. It is. 
Q. What is your current title? 
A. My title is Assistant to the President. 
Q. Was that your title on January 21st, 

1998? 
A. It was. 
Q. For the record, that is the date that The 

Washington Post story appeared that essen-
tially broke the Monica Lewinsky story? 

A. Yes. 
Q. On that date, were you the Assistant to 

the President as to any specific subject mat-
ter? 

A. I dealt with a variety of areas. 
Q. Did your duties entail any specific mat-

ter, or were you essentially a jack-of-all- 
trades at the White House for the President? 

A. Well, I was hired to help the President 
develop his ideas and themes about the new 
consensus for the country, and I was hired to 
deal with problems like the impact of 
globalization, democracy internationally 
and domestically, the future of civil society, 
and the Anglo-American Project; and I also 
was hired to work on major speeches. 

Q. You testified previously that your du-
ties are such as the President and Chief of 
Staff shall decide. Would that be a fair char-
acterization? 

A. Oh, yes. 
Q. How long have you been employed in 

this capacity? 
A. Since August 11th, 1997. 
Q. And in the course of your duties, do you 

personally advise the President as to the 
matters that you just shared with us? 

A. Yes. 
Q. How often do you meet with the Presi-

dent personally to advise him? 
A. It varies. Sometimes several times a 

week; sometimes I go without seeing him for 
a number of weeks at a time. 

Q. Is dealing with the media part of your— 
your job? 

A. Yes. It’s part of my job and part of the 
job of most people in the White House. 

Q. Was that also one of your responsibil-
ities on January 21st, 1998, when the Monica 
Lewinsky story broke? 

A. Yes. 
Q. You previously testified that you had a 

role in the Monica Lewinsky matter after 
the story broke in The Washington Post on 
that date, at least in reference to your White 
House duties; is that correct? 

A. I’m unclear on what you mean by ‘‘a 
role.’’ 

Q. Specifically, you testified that you at-
tended meetings in the White House in the 
Office of Legal Counsel in the morning and 
in the evening almost every day once the 
story broke? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And what times did those meetings 

occur after the story broke, these regular 
meetings? 

A. The morning meetings occurred around 
8:30, after the morning message meeting, and 
the evening meetings occurred around 6:45. 

Q. Are those meetings still ongoing? 
A. No. 
Q. Can you tell me when those meetings 

ended? 
A. Oh, I’d say about the time that the im-

peachment trial started. 
Q. That would be about a month or—about 

a month ago? 
A. Yeah, something like that. 
Q. Thank you. 
A. I don’t recall exactly. 
Q. Sure. But up until that point, were 

these essentially regularly scheduled meet-
ings, twice a day, 8:30 in the morning and 6:45 
in the evening? 

A. Right. 
Q. Did you generally attend those meet-

ings? 
A. Generally. 
Q. Now, initially, when you testified before 

the grand jury on February 26th, 1998, your 
first grand jury appearance, you stated that 
these twice-daily meetings dealt exclusively 
with the Monica Lewinsky matter, correct? 

A. They dealt with our press reaction, how 
we would respond to press reports dealing 
with it. This was a huge story, and we were 
being inundated with hundreds of calls. 

Q. Right. 
A. So— 
Q. What I’m—what I’m trying to decipher 

is that at least initially, at the time of your 
first grand jury appearance, which was about 
a month after the story broke— 

A. Right. 
Q. —the meetings were exclusively related 

to Monica Lewinsky. Is that correct? 

A. Pretty much. 
Q. And then, 4 months later, when you tes-

tified before the grand jury in June, you said 
these meetings were still ongoing, and you 
referenced them at that time as discussing 
the policy, political, legal and media impact 
of scandals and how to deal with them. Do 
you remember that testimony? 

A. If I could see it. 
Q. Certainly. I’m happy to invite your at-

tention to your grand jury testimony of June 
4th, 1998, page 25, lines 1 through 5. 

MR. ROGAN: And that would be, for the 
Senators’ and counsel’s benefit—I believe 
that’s in Tab 4 of the materials provided. 

[Witness perusing document.] 
THE WITNESS: Right. I see it. 
BY MR. ROGAN: 
Q. You’ve had a chance to review that, Mr. 

Blumenthal? 
A. I have. 
Q. And that—that’s correct testimony? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Thank you. 
At the time you spoke of—you used the 

word ‘‘scandals’’ in the plural, and you were 
asked on June 4th what other scandals were 
discussed and you said they range from the 
Paula Jones trial to our China policy. Is that 
a fair statement? 

A. Oh, yes, yes. I do. 
Q. Who typically attended those meetings? 
A. As I recall, there were about a dozen or 

so people, sometimes more, sometimes less. 
Q. Do you remember the names of the peo-

ple? 
A. I’ll try to. 
Q. Would it be helpful if I directed your at-

tention to a couple of passages in the grand 
jury testimony? 

A. Sure, if you’d like. 
MR. ROGAN: Inviting the Senate and 

counsel’s attention to the February 26th 
grand jury testimony, page 11, lines 2 
through 16. 

[Witness perusing document.] 
THE WITNESS: Sure. Yeah. 
BY MR. ROGAN: 
Q. That would be Tab Number 1. 
A. Right, I see that. 
What it says here is that the names listed 

are Charles Ruff, Lanny Breuer, who is right 
over here, Cheryl Mills, Bruce Lindsey, John 
Podesta, Rahm Emanuel, Paul Begala, Jim 
Kennedy, Mike McCurry, Joe Lockhart, Ann 
Lewis, Adam Goldberg, Don Goldberg, and 
that’s—those are the names that I—that I re-
call. 

Q. Thank you. 
And just for my benefit, Mr. Ruff, Mr. 

Breuer, Ms. Mills, and Mr. Lindsey, those are 
all White House counsel? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Could you just briefly identify for the 

record the other individuals that are—that 
are listed in your testimony? 

A. Sure. John Podesta was Deputy Chief of 
Staff. Rahm Emanuel was a Senior Advisor. 
Paul Begala had the title of Counselor. Jim 
Kennedy was in the Legal Counsel Office. 
Mike McCurry was Press Secretary. Joe 
Lockhart at that time was Deputy Press 
Secretary. Ann Lewis was Director of Com-
munications, still is. Adam Goldberg worked 
as a—as an Assistant in the Legal Counsel 
Office, and Don Goldberg worked in Legisla-
tive Affairs. 

Q. Thank you. 
Mr. Blumenthal, specifically inviting your 

attention to January 21st, 1998, you testified 
before the grand jury that on that date, you 
personally spoke to the President regarding 
the Monica Lewinsky matter, correct? 

A. Yes. 
Q. When you spoke to the President, did 

you discuss The Washington Post story 
about Ms. Lewinsky that appeared that 
morning? 
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A. I don’t recall if we talked about that ar-

ticle specifically. 
Q. Do you recall on June 25th testifying be-

fore the grand jury, and I’m quoting, ‘‘We 
were speaking about the story that appeared 
that morning’’? 

A. Right. We were—we were speaking 
about that story, but I don’t know if we re-
ferred to The Post. 

Q. Thank you. 
You are familiar with The Washington 

Post story that broke that day? 
A. I am. 
Q. That story essentially stated that the 

Office of Independent Counsel was inves-
tigating whether the President made false 
statements about his relationship with Ms. 
Lewinsky in the Jones case, correct, to the 
best of your recollection? 

A. If you could repeat that? 
Q. Sure. The story stated that the Office of 

Independent Counsel was investigating 
whether the President made false statements 
about his relationship with Ms. Lewinsky in 
the Jones case. 

A. Right. 
Q. And also that the Office of Independent 

Counsel was investigating whether the Presi-
dent obstructed justice in the Jones case. Is 
that your best recollection of what that 
story was about? 

A. Yes. 
Q. How did you end up speaking to the 

President on that specific date? 
A. I don’t remember exactly whether he 

had summoned me or whether I had asked to 
speak him—to him. 

Q. And I realize, by the way, I—just so you 
know, I’m not trying to trick you or any-
thing. I realize this is a year later— 

A. Right. 
Q. —and your testimony was many months 

ago, and so if I invite your attention to pre-
vious grand jury testimony to refresh your 
recollection, I don’t want you to feel that in 
any way I’m trying to imply that you’re not 
being candid in your testimony. 

With that, if I may invite your—your at-
tention to the June 4th grand jury testimony 
on page 47, lines 5 through 6. 

[Witness perusing document.] 
BY MR. ROGAN: 
Q. Let me see if this helps to refresh your 

recollection. You said, ‘‘It was about a week 
before the State of the Union speech.’’ 

A. I see. 
Q. ‘‘I was in my office, and the President 

asked me to come to his office.’’ 
Does that help to refresh your recollec-

tion? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And so you now remember that the 

President asked to speak with you? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you go to the Oval Office? 
A. Yes. 
Q. During that conversation, were you 

alone with the President? 
A. I was. 
Q. Do you remember if the door was 

closed? 
A. It was. 
Q. When you met with the President, did 

you relate to him a conversation you had 
with the First Lady earlier that day? 

A. I did. 
Q. What did you tell the President the 

First Lady told you earlier that day? 
A. I believe that I told him that the First 

Lady had called me earlier in the day, and in 
the light of the story in The Post had told 
me that the President had helped troubled 
people in the past and that he had done it 
many times and that he was a compassionate 
person and that he helped people also out of 
his religious conviction and that this was 
part of—part of his nature. 

Q. And did she also tell you that one of the 
other reasons he helped people was out of his 
personal temperament? 

A. Yes. That’s what I mean by that. 
Q. And the First Lady also at least shared 

with you her opinion that he was being at-
tacked for political motives? 

MR. McDANIEL: Can I get a clarification, 
Senator—Senator Specter? The earlier ques-
tion, I thought, had been what Mr. 
Blumenthal had relayed to the President had 
been said by the First Lady. 

MR. ROGAN: That’s correct. 
MR. McDANIEL: And now the questions 

are back—it seems to me have moved to an-
other topic— 

MR. ROGAN: No. That’s— 
MR. McDANIEL: —which is what— 
MR. ROGAN: I’m— 
MR. McDANIEL: —did the First Lady say. 
MR. ROGAN: And I thank—I thank the 

gentleman for that clarification. I’m specifi-
cally asking what the witness relayed to the 
President respecting his conversation with— 
his earlier conversation with the First Lady. 

MR. McDANIEL: Thank you. 
Do you understand that, what he said? 
THE WITNESS: I understand the distinc-

tion, and I don’t— 
BY MR. ROGAN: 
Q. I’ll restate the question, if that would 

help. 
A. Please. 
Q. Do you remember telling the President 

that the First Lady said to you that she felt 
that with—in reference to this story that he 
was being attacked for political motives? 

A. I remember her saying that to me, yes. 
Q. And you relayed that to the President? 
A. I’m not sure I relayed that to the Presi-

dent. I may have just relayed the gist of the 
conversation to him. I don’t—I’m not sure 
whether I relayed the entire conversation. 

MR. ROGAN: Inviting the Senators’ and 
counsel’s attention to the June 4th, 1998, tes-
timony of Mr. Blumenthal, page 47, begin-
ning at line 5. 

BY MR. ROGAN: 
Q. Mr. Blumenthal, let me just read a pas-

sage to you and tell me if this helps to re-
fresh your memory. 

A. Mm-hmm. 
MR. ROGAN: Do you have that, Lanny? 
MR. BREUER: Yes, I do. Thank you. 
BY MR. ROGAN: 
Q. Reading at line—at line 5, ‘‘I was in my 

office, and the President asked me to come 
to the Oval Office. I was seeing him fre-
quently in this period about the State of the 
Union and Blair’s visit’’—and I—that was 
Prime Minister Tony Blair, as an aside, cor-
rect? 

A. That’s right. 
Q. Thank you. 
And then again, reading at line 7, ‘‘So I 

went up to the Oval Office and I began the 
discussion, and I said that I had received— 
that I had spoken to the First Lady that day 
in the afternoon about the story that had 
broke in the morning, and I related to the 
President my conversation with the First 
Lady and the conversation went as follows. 
The First Lady said that she was distressed 
that the President was being attacked, in 
her view, for political motives for his min-
istry of a troubled person. She said that the 
President ministers to troubled people all 
the time,’’ and then it goes on to— 

A. Right. 
Q. —relate the substance of the answer you 

just gave. 
Does that help to refresh your recollection 

with respect to what you told the President, 
the First Lady had said earlier? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Thank you. 
And do you now remember that the First 

Lady had indicated to you that she felt the 
President was being attacked for political 
motives? 

A. Well, I remember she said that to me. 

Q. And just getting us back on track, a few 
moments ago, I think you—you shared with 
us that the First Lady said that the Presi-
dent helped troubled people and he had done 
it many times in the past. 

A. Yes. 
Q. Do you remember testifying before the 

grand jury on that subject, saying that the 
First Lady said he has done this dozens, if 
not hundreds, of times with people— 

A. Yes. 
Q. —with troubled people? 
A. I recall that. 
Q. After you related the conversation that 

you had with the First Lady to the Presi-
dent, what do you remember saying to the 
President next about the subject of Monica 
Lewinsky? 

A. Well, I recall telling him that I under-
stood he felt that way, and that he did help 
people, but that he should stop trying to 
help troubled people personally; that trou-
bled people are troubled and that they can 
get you in a lot of messes and that you had 
to cut yourself off from it and you just had 
to do it. That’s what I recall saying to him. 

Q. Do you also remember in that conversa-
tion saying to him, ‘‘You really need to not 
do that at this point, that you can’t get near 
anybody who is even remotely crazy. You’re 
President’’? 

A. Yes. I think that was a little later in 
the conversation, but I do recall saying that. 

Q. When you told the President that he 
should avoid contact with troubled people, 
what did the President say to you in re-
sponse? 

A. I’m trying to remember the sequence of 
it. He—he said that was very difficult for 
him. He said he—he felt a need to help trou-
bled people, and it was hard for him to—to 
cut himself off from doing that. 

Q. Do you remember him saying specifi-
cally, ‘‘It’s very difficult for me to do that, 
given how I am. I want to help people’’? 

A. I recall—I recall that. 
Q. And when the President referred to try-

ing to help people, did you understand him in 
that conversation to be referring to Monica 
Lewinsky? 

A. I think it included Monica Lewinsky, 
but also many others. 

Q. Right, but it was your understanding 
that he was all—he was specifically referring 
to Monica Lewinsky in that list of people 
that he tried to help? 

A. I believe that—that was implied. 
Q. Do you remember being asked that 

question before the grand jury and giving the 
answer, ‘‘I understood that’’? 

A. If you could point it out to me, I’d be 
happy to see it. 

Q. Certainly. 
MR. ROGAN: Inviting the Senators’ and 

counsel’s attention to the June 25th, 1998, 
grand jury, page 5, I believe it’s at lines 6 
through 8. 

[Witness perusing document.] 
THE WITNESS: Yes, I see that. Thank you. 
By MR. ROGAN: 
Q. You recall that now? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Thank you. 
Mr. Blumenthal, did the President then re-

late a conversation he had with Dick Morris 
to you? 

A. He did. 
Q. What was the substance of that con-

versation, as the President related it to you? 
A. He said that he had spoken to Dick Mor-

ris earlier that day, and that Dick Morris 
had told him that if Nixon, Richard Nixon, 
had given a nationally televised speech at 
the beginning of the Watergate affair, ac-
knowledging everything he had done wrong, 
he may well have survived it, and that was 
the conversation that Dick Morris—that’s 
what Dick Morris said to the President. 
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Q. Did it sound to you like the President 

was suggesting perhaps he would go on tele-
vision and give a national speech? 

A. Well, I don’t know. I didn’t know. 
Q. And when the President related the sub-

stance of his conversation with Dick Morris 
to you, how did you respond to that? 

A. I said to the President, ‘‘Well, what 
have you done wrong?’’ 

Q. Did he reply? 
A. He did. 
Q. What did he say? 
A. He said, ‘‘I haven’t done anything 

wrong.’’ 
Q. And what did you say to that response? 
A. Well, I said, as I recall, ‘‘That’s one of 

the stupidest ideas I ever heard. If you 
haven’t done anything wrong, why would you 
do that?’’ 

Q. Did the President then give you his ac-
count of what happened between him and 
Monica Lewinsky? 

A. As I recall, he did. 
Q. What did the President tell you? 
A. He, uh—he spoke, uh, fairly rapidly, as 

I recall, at that point and said that she had 
come on to him and made a demand for sex, 
that he had rebuffed her, turned her down, 
and that she, uh, threatened him. And, uh, 
he said that she said to him, uh, that she was 
called ‘‘the stalker’’ by her peers and that 
she hated the term, and that she would claim 
that they had had an affair whether they had 
or they hadn’t, and that she would tell peo-
ple. 

Q. Do you remember him also saying that 
the reason Monica Lewinsky would tell peo-
ple that is because then she wouldn’t be 
known by her peers as ‘‘the stalker’’ any-
more? 

A. Yes, that’s right. 
Q. Do you remember the President also 

saying that—and I’m quoting—‘‘I’ve gone 
down that road before. I’ve caused pain for a 
lot of people. I’m not going to do that 
again’’? 

A. Yes. He told me that. 
Q. And that was in the same conversation 

that you had with the President? 
A. Right, in—in that sequence. 
Q. Can you describe for us the President’s 

demeanor when he shared this information 
with you? 

A. Yes. He was, uh, very upset. I thought 
he was, a man in anguish. 

Q. And at that point, did you repeat your 
earlier admonition to him as far as not try-
ing to help troubled people? 

A. I did. I—I think that’s when I told him 
that you can’t get near crazy people, uh, or 
troubled people. Uh, you’re President; you 
just have to separate yourself from this. 

Q. And I’m not sure, based on your testi-
mony, if you gave that admonition to him 
once or twice. Let me—let me clarify for you 
why my questioning suggested it was twice. 
In your grand jury testimony on June the 
4th, at page 49, beginning at line 25, you 
began the sentence by saying, and I quote, 
‘‘And I repeated to the President’’— 

A. Right. 
Q. —‘‘that he really needed never to be 

near people who were’’— 
A. Right. 
Q. —‘‘troubled like this,’’ and so forth. Do 

you remember now if you—if that was cor-
rect? Did you find yourself in that conversa-
tion having to repeat the admonition to him 
that you’d given earlier? 

A. I’m sure I did. Uh, I felt—I felt that 
pretty strongly. He shouldn’t be involved 
with troubled people. 

Q. Do you remember the President also 
saying something about being like a char-
acter in a novel? 

A. I do. 
Q. What did he say? 
A. Uh, he said to me, uh, that, uh, he felt 

like a character in a novel. Uh, he felt like 

somebody, uh, surrounded by, uh, an oppres-
sive environment that was creating a lie 
about him. He said he felt like, uh, the char-
acter in the novel Darkness at Noon. 

Q. Did he also say he felt like he can’t get 
the truth out? 

A. Yes, I—I believe he said that. 
Q. Politicians are always loathe to confess 

their ignorance, particularly on videotape. I 
will do so. I’m unfamiliar with the novel 
Darkness at Noon. Did you—do you have any 
familiarity with that, or did you understand 
what the President meant by that? 

A. I—I understood what he meant. I—I was 
familiar with the book. 

Q. What—what did he mean by that, per 
your understanding? 

A. Uh, the book is by Arthur Koestler, who 
was somebody who had been a communist 
and had become disillusioned with com-
munism. And it’s an anti-communist novel. 
It’s about, uh, uh, the Stalinist purge trials 
and somebody who was a loyal communist 
who then is put in one of Stalin’s prisons and 
held on trial and executed, uh, and it’s about 
his trial. 

Q. Did you understand what the President 
was trying to communicate when he related 
his situation to the character in that novel? 

A. I think he felt that the world was 
against him. 

Q. I thought only Members of Congress felt 
that way. 

Mr. Blumenthal, did you ever ask the 
President if he was ever alone with Monica 
Lewinsky? 

A. I did. 
Q. What was his response? 
A. I asked him a number of questions that 

appeared in the press that day. I asked him, 
uh, if he were alone, and he said that, uh, he 
was within eyesight or earshot of someone 
when he was with her. 

Q. What other questions do you remember 
asking him? 

A. Uh, there was a story in the paper that, 
uh, there were recorded messages, uh, left by 
him on her voice-mail and I asked him if 
that were true. 

Q. What did he say? 
A. He said, uh, that it was, that, uh, he had 

called her. 
Q. You had asked him about a press ac-

count that said there were potentially a 
number of telephone messages left by the 
President for Monica Lewinsky. And he re-
layed to you that he called her. Did he tell 
you how many times he called her? 

A. He—he did. He said he called once. He 
said he called when, uh, Betty Currie’s 
brother had died, to tell her that. 

Q. And other than that one time that he 
shared that information with you, he shared 
no other information respecting additional 
calls? 

A. No. 
Q. He never indicated to you that there 

were over 50 telephone conversations be-
tween himself and Monica Lewinsky? 

A. No. 
Q. Based on your conversation with the 

President at that time, would it have sur-
prised you to know that there were over 50— 
there were records of over 50 telephone con-
versations with Monica Lewinsky and the 
President? 

A. Would I have been surprised at that 
time? 

Q. Yes. 
A. Uh, I—to see those records and if he—I 

don’t fully grasp the question here. Could 
you—would I have been surprised? 

Q. Based on the President’s response to 
your question at that time, would it have 
surprised you to have been told or to have 
later learned that there were over 50 re-
corded—50 conversations between the Presi-
dent and Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. I did later learn that, uh, as the whole 
country did, uh, and I was surprised. 

Q. When the President told you that 
Monica Lewinsky threatened him, did you 
ever feel compelled to report that informa-
tion to the Secret Service? 

A. No. 
Q. The FBI or any other law enforcement 

organization? 
A. No. 
Q. I’m assuming that a threat to the Presi-

dent from somebody in the White House 
would normally send off alarm bells among 
staff. 

A. It wouldn’t— 
MR. McDANIEL: Well, I’d like to object to 

the question, Senator. There’s no testimony 
that Mr. Blumenthal learned of a threat con-
temporaneously with it being made by some-
one in the White House. This is a threat that 
was relayed to him sometime afterwards by 
someone who was no longer employed in the 
White House. So I think the question doesn’t 
relate to the testimony of this witness. 

MR. ROGAN: Respectfully, I’m not sure 
what the legal basis of the objection is. The 
evidence before us is that the President told 
the witness that Monica Lewinsky threat-
ened him. 

[Senators Specter and Edwards conferring.] 
SENATOR SPECTER: We’ve conferred and 

overrule the objection on the ground that it 
calls for an answer; that, however the wit-
ness chooses to answer it, was not a contem-
poraneous threat, or he thought it was stale, 
or whatever he thinks. But the objection is 
overruled. 

MR. ROGAN: Thank you. 
BY MR. ROGAN: 
Q. Let me—let me restate the question, if 

I may. Mr. Blumenthal, would a threat— 
SENATOR SPECTER: We withdraw the 

ruling. 
[Laughter.] 
MR. McDANIEL: I withdraw my objection, 

then. 
[Laughter.] 
MR. ROGAN: Senator Specter, the ruling 

is just fine by my light. I’m just going to try 
to simplify the question for the witness’ ben-
efit. 

SENATOR SPECTER: We’ll hold in abey-
ance a decision on whether to reinstate the 
ruling. 

MR. ROGAN: Thank you. Maybe I should 
just quit while I’m ahead and have the ques-
tion read back. 

BY MR. ROGAN: 
Q. Basically, Mr. Blumenthal, what I’m 

asking is, I mean, normally, would a threat 
from somebody against the President in the 
White House typically require some sort of 
report being made to a law enforcement 
agency? 

A. Uh, in the abstract, yes. 
Q. This conversation that you had with the 

President on January the 21st, 1998, how did 
that conversation conclude? 

A. Uh, I believe we, uh—well, I believe 
after that, I said to the President that, uh— 
who was—seemed to me to be upset, that you 
needed to find some sure footing and to be 
confident. And, uh, we went on, I believe, to 
discuss the State of the Union. 

Q. You went on to other business? 
A. Yes, we went on to talk about public 

policy. 
Q. When this conversation with the Presi-

dent concluded as it related to Monica 
Lewinsky, what were your feelings toward 
the President’s statement? 

A. Uh, well, they were complex. Uh, I be-
lieved him, uh, but I was also, uh—I thought 
he was very upset. That troubled me. And I 
also was troubled by his association with 
troubled people and thought this was not a 
good story and thought he shouldn’t be doing 
this. 
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Q. Do you remember also testifying before 

the grand jury that you felt that the Presi-
dent’s story was a very heartfelt story and 
that ‘‘he was pouring out his heart, and I be-
lieved him’’? 

A. Yes, that’s what I told the grand jury, I 
believe; right. 

Q. That was—that was how you interpreted 
the President’s story? 

A. Yes, I did. He was, uh—he seemed—he 
seemed emotional. 

Q. When the President told you he was 
helping Monica Lewinsky, did he ever de-
scribe to you how he might be helping or 
ministering to her? 

A. No. 
Q. Did he ever describe how many times he 

may have tried to help or minister to her? 
A. No. 
Q. Did he tell you how many times he vis-

ited with Monica Lewinsky? 
A. No. 
Q. Did he tell you how many times Monica 

Lewinsky visited him in the Oval Office com-
plex? 

A. No. 
Q. Did he tell you how many times he was 

alone with Monica Lewinsky? 
A. No. 
Q. He never described to you any intimate 

physical activity he may have had with 
Monica Lewinsky? 

A. Oh, no. 
Q. Did the President ever tell you that he 

gave any gifts to Monica Lewinsky? 
A. No. 
Q. Did he tell you that Monica Lewinsky 

gave him any gifts? 
A. No. 
Q. Based on the President’s story as he re-

lated on January 21st, would it have sur-
prised you to know at that time that there 
was a repeated gift exchange between 
Monica Lewinsky and the President? 

A. Well, I learned later about that, and I 
was surprised. 

Q. The President never told you that he en-
gaged in occasional sexual banter with her 
on the telephone? 

A. No. 
Q. He never told you about any cover sto-

ries that he and Monica Lewinsky may have 
developed to disguise a relationship? 

A. No. 
Q. He never suggested to you that there 

might be some physical evidence pointing to 
a physical relationship between he—between 
himself and Monica Lewinsky? 

A. No. 
Q. Did the President ever discuss his grand 

jury—or strike that. 
Did the President ever discuss his deposi-

tion testimony with you in the Paula Jones 
case on that date? 

A. Oh, no. 
Q. Did he ever tell you that he denied 

under oath in his Paula Jones deposition 
that he had an affair with Monica Lewinsky? 

A. No. 
Q. Did the President ever tell you that he 

ministered to anyone else who then made a 
sexual advance toward him? 

A. No. 
Q. Mr. Blumenthal, after you testified be-

fore the grand jury, did you ever commu-
nicate to the President the questions that 
you were asked? 

A. No. 
Q. After you testified before the grand 

jury, did you ever communicate to the Presi-
dent the answers which you gave to those 
questions? 

A. No. 
Q. After you were subpoenaed to testify 

but before you testified before the Federal 
grand jury, did the President ever recant his 
earlier statements to you about Monica 
Lewinsky? 

A. No. 
Q. After you were subpoenaed but before 

you testified before the federal grand jury, 
did the President ever say that he did not 
want you to mislead the grand jury with a 
false statement? 

A. No. We didn’t have any subsequent con-
versation about this matter. 

Q. So it would be fair also to say that after 
you were subpoenaed but before you testified 
before the Federal grand jury, the President 
never told you that he was not being truthful 
with you in that January 21st conversation 
about Monica Lewinsky? 

A. Uh, he never spoke to me about that at 
all. 

Q. The President never instructed you be-
fore your testimony before the grand jury 
not to relay his false account of his relation-
ship with Monica Lewinsky? 

A. We—we didn’t speak about anything. 
Q. And as to your testimony on all three 

appearances before the grand jury on Feb-
ruary 26th, June 4th and June 25th, 1998—as 
an aside, by the way, let me just say I think 
this question has been asked of all the wit-
nesses, so this is not peculiar to you—but as 
to those three grand jury appearances, do 
you adopt as truth your testimony on all 
three of those occasions? 

A. Oh, yes. 
MR. ROGAN: If I may have a moment? 
SENATOR SPECTER: Of course. Would 

you like a short break? 
MR. ROGAN: That might be convenient, 

Senator. 
SENATOR SPECTER: All right. It’s a lit-

tle past 10. We’ll take a 5-minute recess. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the 

record at 10 o’clock a.m. 
[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going back 

on the record at 10:12 a.m. 
SENATOR SPECTER: We shall proceed; 

Mr. Graham questioning for the House Man-
agers. 

MR. GRAHAM: Thank you, Senator. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Again, Mr. Blumenthal, if I ask you 

something that’s confusing, just slow me 
down and straighten me out here. 

A. Thank you. 
Q. Okay. I’m going to ask as direct, to-the- 

point questions as I can so we all can go 
home. 

June 4th, 1998, when you testified to the 
grand jury, on page 49—I guess it’s page 185 
on tab 4. 

MR. McDANIEL: Page 49? 
MR. GRAHAM: Yes, sir. 
MR. McDANIEL: Thank you. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. That’s where you start talking about 

the story that the President told you. Know-
ing what you know now, do you believe the 
President lied to you about his relationship 
with Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. I do. 
Q. I appreciate your honesty. You had 

raised executive privilege at some time in 
the past, I believe. 

MR. McDANIEL: I object, Senator. Mr. 
Blumenthal was a passive vessel for the rais-
ing of executive privilege by the President. 
It’s not his privilege to assert, so the ques-
tion, I think, is misleading. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. At any time—I’m sorry. 
[Senators Specter and Edwards conferring.] 
SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 

and I have conferred and believe that he can 
answer the question if he did not raise the 
privilege, so we will overrule the objection. 

SENATOR EDWARDS: Either he asserted 
it or it was asserted on his behalf. 

THE WITNESS: If you could repeat it, 
please. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 

Q. I believe early on in your testimony and 
throughout your testimony to the grand 
jury, the idea of executive privilege covering 
your testimony or conversations with the 
President was raised. Is that correct? 

A. It was. 
Q. Do you believe the White House knew 

that this privilege would be asserted in your 
testimony? That was no surprise to them? 

A. Uh— 
MR. BREUER: I’m going to object. It’s the 

White House’s privilege to assert it could not 
have been surprised. It’s a 
mischaracterization of the facts. 

[Senators Specter and Edwards conferring.] 
SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 

and I believe the objection is well-founded on 
the ground that he cannot testify as to what 
someone else knew. So would you rephrase 
the question? The objection will be sus-
tained. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. When executive privilege was asserted, 

do you know how it came about? Do you 
have any knowledge of how it came about? 

A. What I recall is that I—in my first ap-
pearance before the grand jury, I was asked 
questions about my conversations with the 
President. And I went out into the hall, 
asked if I could go out in the hall, and I 
spoke with the White House legal counsel 
who was there, Cheryl Mills, and said, ‘‘What 
do I say?’’ 

Q. And she said? 
A. And I was advised to assert privilege. 
Q. So the executive privilege assertion 

came about from advice to you by White 
House counsel? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Now, you’ve stated, I think, very hon-

estly, and I appreciate, that you were lied to 
by the President. Is it a fair statement, 
given your previous testimony concerning 
your 30-minute conversation, that the Presi-
dent was trying to portray himself as a vic-
tim of a relationship with Monica Lewinsky? 

A. I think that’s the import of his whole 
story. 

Q. During this period of time, the Paula 
Jones lawsuit, other allegations about rela-
tionships with the President and other 
women were being made and found their way 
in the press. Is that correct? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Now, when you have these morning 

meetings and evening meetings about press 
strategy, I believe your previous testimony 
goes along the lines that any time a press re-
port came out about a story between the 
President and a woman, that you would sit 
down and strategize about what to do. Is 
that correct? 

A. Well, we would, uh, talk about what the 
White House spokesman would say about it. 

Q. Does the name ‘‘Kathleen Willey’’ mean 
anything to you in that regard? 

MR. BREUER: I’m going to object. It’s be-
yond the scope of this deposition. In the 
proffer from the Managers, they explicitly 
state the areas that they want to go into, 
and they explicitly state that they want to 
speak to Mr. Blumenthal about his January 
21, 1998, conversation with the President 
about Monica Lewinsky. And any aspects as 
to Kathleen Willey are—have nothing to do 
with the Articles of Impeachment, nor do 
they have anything to do with the proffer 
made by the Managers, and it’s beyond the 
scope of this deposition. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Just wait one sec-
ond. 

[Senators Specter and Edwards conferring.] 
SENATOR SPECTER: Mr. Graham, as you 

know, the scope of the examination of Mr. 
Blumenthal is limited by the subject matters 
reflected in the Senate record. Are you able 
to substantiate the Senate record as a basis 
for asking the question? 
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MR. GRAHAM: I’m assuming, yes, Senator, 

that the grand jury testimony of Mr. 
Blumenthal is part of the Senate record. And 
on June 25th, 1998, on page 21, there’s a dis-
cussion between Mr. Blumenthal and the 
Independent Counsel’s Office about strategy 
meetings and other women, and in that testi-
mony, he mentions that ‘‘we discussed Paula 
Jones, Kathleen Willey, in our strategy 
meeting.’’ 

And I think the question will not be as om-
inous as some may think it sounds. I think 
I can get right to the point pretty quickly 
about what I’m trying to do with— 

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, would you 
make an offer of proof so that we can see 
what the scope is that you have in mind? 

MR. GRAHAM: Basically, his testimony is 
that when a press report came about con-
cerning Ms. Jones or Kathleen Willey or a re-
lationship between the President and an-
other woman, they sat down and strategized 
about how to respond to those press ac-
counts, what to do and what to say—at least 
that’s what his testimony indicates. And I 
just want to ask him, once the January 21st 
story about Ms. Lewinsky came out, how 
they discussed her in relationship to other 
strategy meetings. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Mr. Breuer, how 
would you respond to Congressman Graham’s 
statement that as he refers to a reference to 
Ms. Willey in the record? 

MR. BREUER: Senator, I haven’t seen the 
one reference, but I may—I would acknowl-
edge that there may be one passing reference 
to Ms. Willey in the voluminous materials 
that are before us here in the grand jury, 
Senator. But it’s clearly not germane to this 
deposition. It’s clearly not germane to the 
proffer made by the Managers about why Mr. 
Sidney Blumenthal was a witness. It is clear-
ly not germane to the Articles of Impeach-
ment. 

And, indeed, in Mr. Lindsey Graham’s prof-
fer just now, he said that he wants to go 
back and ask about the January 21 conversa-
tion. It’s my view that Kathleen Willey is 
tangential, at best, and is not germane to 
this deposition and ought not to be inquired 
into. 

SENATOR EDWARDS: And, Senator Spec-
ter, I would ask that we go off the record for 
this discussion, given the question of wheth-
er this is within the scope of the Senate 
record. 

SENATOR SPECTER: We shall go off the 
record. 

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the 
record at 10:20 a.m. 

[Discussion off the record.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going back 

on the record at 10:48 a.m. 
SENATOR SPECTER: Congressman 

Lindsey, you may proceed. 
MR. GRAHAM: Thank you, sir. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Thank you for your patience, Mr. 

Blumenthal. I appreciate it. 
A. Thank you. 
Q. Let’s get back to the—we’ll approach 

this topic another way and we’ll try to tie it 
up at the end here. 

The January 21st article breaks, and I 
think it’s in The Washington Post, is that 
correct, the January 21st article about Ms. 
Lewinsky being on tape, talking about her 
relationship with the President? Are you fa-
miliar with that article? 

A. I’m familiar with an article on January 
21st in The Washington Post. 

Q. And what—what was the essence of that 
article, as you remember it? 

A. If you have it there, I’d be happy to look 
at it. 

Q. Yeah. Let’s see if we can find it, what 
tab that is. Tab 7. 

[Witness perusing document.] 

THE WITNESS: Well— 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. If you’d like a chance to read it over, 

just take your time. 
A. Yes. Thank you. 
[Witness perusing document.] 
THE WITNESS: It’s a long article. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Yes, sir, it is, and just— 
A. Yeah. 
Q. —just take your time. I’m not going to 

give you a test on the article. I just wanted— 
A. No. I just wanted to read it. 
Q. —to refresh your memory. Absolutely, 

you take your time. 
A. I hope you don’t mind if I took the time 

here. 
Q. No, sir. Are you—you’re okay now? 
A. I am. 
Q. Okay. In essence, what this article is— 

is alleging is what we now know, the allega-
tions that Ms. Lewinsky had a relationship 
with the President, that Mr. Jordan was try-
ing to help her secure counsel, to file an affi-
davit saying they had no relationship, and 
the relationship on January 21st was being 
exposed through some tape recordings, sup-
posedly, the Independent Counsel had access 
to between Ms. Lewinsky and Ms. Tripp. Is 
that correct? 

A. Well, there are a lot of questions in 
there. 

Q. Okay, yeah, and I’m sorry. 
This article seems to suggest that Ms. 

Lewinsky is telling a friend— 
A. Mm-hmm. 
Q. —that she has a relationship with the 

President, a sexual relationship with the 
President. 

A. Mm-hmm. 
Q. You understand that from the article? 
A. Yes. 
Q. This article also alleges that an affi-

davit was filed by Ms. Lewinsky denying 
that relationship, and Mr. Jordan sought an 
attorney for her, a friend of the President. Is 
that correct? 

A. It says she filed an affidavit, and I’m 
just looking for where it says that Jordan 
had secured the attorney. 

Q. The very first paragraph, let me read it. 
‘‘The Independent Counsel Kenneth Starr 
has expanded his investigation of President 
Clinton to examine whether Clinton and his 
close friend, Vernon Jordan, encouraged a 24- 
year-old’’— 

A. Right. 
Q. —’’former White House intern to lie to 

lawyers for Paula Jones about whether the 
intern had an affair with the President, 
sources close to the investigation said yes-
terday.’’ 

A. Right. 
Q. So I guess that first paragraph kind of 

sums up the accusation. 
A. I think— 
Q. What type reaction did the White House 

have when this—as you recall—when this ar-
ticle came to light? 

A. I—I think the White House was over-
whelmed with press inquiries. 

Q. Was there a sense of alarm that this was 
a bad story? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And wasn’t there a sense of reassurance 

by the President himself that this was an un-
true story? 

A. The President did make a public state-
ment that afternoon. 

Q. And I believe White House officials on 
his behalf denied the essence of this story; is 
that correct? 

A. Yes. 
Q. And basically, you were passing along 

what somebody you trust and admire told 
you to be the case, and from the White House 
point of view, that was the response to this 
story, that we deny these allegations. 

MR. McDANIEL: Senator, I really object 
to the question where we mix ‘‘you’’ and 
‘‘we’’ and the ‘‘White House.’’ I’d like, if pos-
sible, for the question—if they want to know 
what Mr. Blumenthal did, to ask him what 
he did, and questions about what the White 
House did and what we and you did. 

MR. GRAHAM: That’s fair enough. 
MR. McDANIEL: Okay, we thank you. 
SENATOR SPECTER: We think that’s 

well-founded. 
MR. GRAHAM: Yes, and I agree. I agree 

that is well-founded. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Did you have any discussions with 

White House press people about the nature of 
this relationship after this article broke? 

A. No. 
Q. Did you have any discussions with 

White House lawyers after this article broke 
about the nature of the relationship? 

A. No. 
Q. After you had the conversation with the 

President, sometime the week of the 21st—I 
believe that’s your testimony—shortly after 
the news story broke, this 30-minute con-
versation where he tells you about— 

A. There’s not a question. 
Q. Okay. Is that correct? When did you 

have this conversation with the President? 
Do you recall? 

A. Yes. It was in the early evening of Janu-
ary 21st. 

Q. Early evening of January 21st? 
A. Yes. 
Q. The same day the story was reported? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. So, from your point of view, this 

was something that needed to be addressed? 
MR. McDANIEL: Your Honor, I—Senator, I 

object to the question about ‘‘this’’ is some-
thing that needs to be addressed. I don’t un-
derstand what the ‘‘this’’ is, exactly, that 
the question refers to. Does it refer to the 
story? Does it refer to the President’s state-
ment to Mr. Blumenthal? 

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, we think— 
Senator Edwards and I concur that the wit-
ness can answer the question. If he does not 
understand it, he can say so and then can 
have the question rephrased. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. You have a conversation with the Presi-

dent on the same day the article comes out, 
and the conversation includes a discussion 
about the relationship between him and Ms. 
Lewinsky. Is that correct? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. So it was certainly on people’s 

minds, including the President, is that cor-
rect, the essence of this story? 

MR. McDANIEL: I object to the question 
about whether it’s on people’s minds. I think 
he can answer about what he knew or about 
what he learned from people who spoke to 
him, but the question goes far beyond that. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Well, let me ask you this. We know it 

was on the President’s mind. 
SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 

and I think that, technically, that’s correct, 
and perhaps you can avoid it by just pin-
pointing it just a little more. 

MR. GRAHAM: Yes. We’ll try to be laser- 
like in these questions. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. You had a conversation with the Presi-

dent of the United States about his relation-
ship with Ms. Lewinsky on the same day The 
Washington Post article came out. That’s 
correct? Yes or no? 

A. That—I—I—that’s right. 
Q. Okay. During that period of time, that 

day or any day thereafter, were you involved 
in any meeting with White House lawyers or 
press people where the conversation—or 
where the topic of Ms. Lewinsky’s allega-
tions or the—Ken Starr’s allegations about 
Ms. Lewinsky came up? 
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A. I’m confused about which allegations 

you’re talking about. 
Q. That she had a relationship with the 

President, and they were trying to get her to 
file a false affidavit. Did that topic ever 
come up in your presence with the Press Sec-
retary, White House press people or lawyers 
for the White House? 

A. I think the whole story was discussed by 
senior staff in the White House. 

Q. When did that begin to occur? 
A. I’m sure we were discussing it on Janu-

ary 21st. 
Q. Do you recall that every— 
A. Every—everyone in the country was 

talking about it. 
Q. Well, do you recall the tenor of that 

conversation? Do you recall the flavor of it? 
Can you describe it the best you can, about— 
was there a sense of alarm, shock? How 
would you describe it? 

A. I think we felt overwhelmed by the cri-
sis atmosphere. 

Q. Did anybody ever suggest who is Monica 
Lewinsky, go find out about who she is and 
what she does? 

A. No. 
Q. So is it your testimony that this accusa-

tion comes out on January 21st, and the ac-
cusation being that a White House intern has 
an inappropriate relationship with the Presi-
dent, filed a false affidavit on his behalf, and 
nobody at this meeting suggested let’s find 
out who Monica Lewinsky is and what’s 
going on here? 

A. Well, I wasn’t referring to any meeting, 
but in any of my discussions with members 
of the White House staff, nobody discussed 
Monica Lewinsky’s personal life or decided 
that we had to find out who she was. 

Q. Could I turn you now to Tab 15, please? 
Okay. 

MR. McDANIEL: Would you like him to 
read this? 

MR. GRAHAM: Yes. Yes, please. Just take 
your time. And I am now referring to an AP 
story by Karen G-u-l-l-o. I don’t want to mis-
pronounce her name. 

[Witness perusing document.] 
THE WITNESS: I’m ready, Congressman. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Thank you. 
And this article—do you know this re-

porter, by any chance? 
A. I do know this reporter, but I did not 

know this reporter on January 30th. 
Q. All right. Do you subsequently know— 
A. Some months later, I met this reporter. 
Q. And the basic essence of my question, 

Mr. Blumenthal, will be this report indicates 
some derogatory information about Ms. 
Lewinsky, and it also has some statements 
by White House Press Secretary and Ms. 
Lewis. And I want to ask how those two 
statements go together. 

This report indicates that a White House 
aide called this reporter to suggest that Ms. 
Lewinsky’s past included weight problems, 
and she was called ‘‘The Stalker.’’ And it 
says that ‘‘Junior staff members, speaking 
on condition that they not be identified, said 
she was known as a flirt, wore her skirts too 
short, was ‘‘ ‘a little bit weird’.’’ And the 
next paragraph says: ‘‘Little by little, ever 
since the allegations of an affair between 
President Clinton and Ms. Lewinsky surfaced 
10 days ago, White House sources have waged 
a behind-the-scenes campaign to portray her 
as an untrustworthy climber obsessed with 
the President.’’ 

Do you have any direct knowledge or indi-
rect knowledge that such a campaign by 
White House aides or junior staff members 
ever existed? 

A. No. 
Q. Okay. Do you ever remember hearing 

Ms. Lewis or Mr. McCurry admonishing any-
one in the White House about ‘‘watch what 
you say about Ms. Lewinsky’’? 

A. No. I don’t recall those incidents de-
scribed in this article, but I do note that 
among senior advisors at one of the meetings 
that we held—it could have been in the 
morning or late afternoon—we felt very 
firmly that nobody should ever be a source 
to a reporter about a story about Monica 
Lewinsky’s personal life, and I strongly 
agreed with that and that’s what we decided. 

Q. When did that meeting occur? 
A. I’d say within a week of the story break-

ing. 
Q. Who was at that meeting? 
A. I don’t recall exactly, but I would say 

that the list of names that I mentioned be-
fore. 

Q. And that would be? 
A. I may not get them all, but I would say 

Chuck Ruff, Cheryl Mills, Bruce Lindsey, 
Lanny Breuer, Jim Kennedy, Mike McCurry, 
Joe Lockhart, Adam Goldberg, Don Gold-
berg, Ann Lewis, Paul Begala, Rahm Eman-
uel, myself. 

Q. And this occurred about a week after 
the January 21st article? 

A. I don’t recall the exact date. 
Q. At least 7 days? 
A. Within a week— 
Q. Okay. 
A. —I believe. 
Q. Would it be fair to say that you were 

sitting there during this conversation and 
that you had previously been told by the 
President that he was in essence a victim of 
Ms. Lewinsky’s sexual demands, and you 
said nothing to anyone? 

MR. McDANIEL: Is the question, ‘‘You 
said’’— 

THE WITNESS: I don’t— 
MR. McDANIEL: Is the question, ‘‘You said 

nothing to anyone about what the President 
told you?’’? 

MR. GRAHAM: Right. 
THE WITNESS: I never told any of my col-

leagues about what the President told me. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. And this is after the President recants 

his story—recounts his story—to you, where 
he’s visibly upset, feels like he’s a victim, 
that he associates himself with a character 
who’s being lied about, and you at no time 
suggested to your colleagues that there is 
something going on here with the President 
and Ms. Lewinsky you need to know about. 
Is that your testimony? 

A. I never mentioned my conversation. I 
regarded that conversation as a private con-
versation in confidence, and I didn’t mention 
it to my colleagues, I didn’t mention it to 
my friends, I didn’t mention it to my family, 
besides my wife. 

Q. Did you mention it to any White House 
lawyers? 

A. I mentioned it many months later to 
Lanny Breuer in preparation for one of my 
grand jury appearances, when I knew I would 
be questioned about it. And I certainly never 
mentioned it to any reporter. 

Q. Do you know how, over a period of 
weeks, stories about Ms. Lewinsky being 
called a stalker, a fantasizer, obsessed with 
the President, called the name ‘‘Elvira’’—do 
you know how that got into the press? 

A. Which—which—which question are you 
asking me? Which part of that? 

Q. Okay. Do you have any idea how White 
House sources are associated with state-
ments such as ‘‘She’s known as ‘Elvira’,’’ 
‘‘She’s obsessed with the President,’’ ‘‘She’s 
known as a flirt,’’ ‘‘She’s the product of a 
troubled home, divorced parents,’’ ‘‘She’s 
known as ‘The Stalker’’’? Do you have any 
idea how that got in the press? 

MR. BREUER: I’m going to object. The 
document speaks for itself, but it’s not clear 
that the terms that Mr. Lindsey has used are 
necessarily—any or all of them—are from a 
White House source. I object to the form and 
the characterization of the question. 

MR. GRAHAM: The ones that I have indi-
cated are associated with the White House as 
being the source of those statements and— 

SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 
and I think that question is appropriate, and 
the objection is overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I have no idea how any-
thing came to be attributed to a White 
House source. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Do you know a Mr. Terry Lenzner? 
A. I—I met him once. 
Q. When did you meet him? 
A. I met him outside the grand jury room. 
Q. And who is he? 
A. He’s a private investigator. 
Q. And who does he work for? 
A. He works for many clients, including 

the President. 
Q. Okay. Mr. Blumenthal, I appreciate 

your candor here. 
Do you know Mr. Harry Evans? 
A. Harold Evans? 
Q. Yes, sir. 
A. Yes, I do. 
Q. Who is Mr. Harold Evans? 
A. Harold Evans is—I don’t know his exact 

title right now. He works for Mort 
Zuckerman, involving his publications, and 
he’s the husband of my former editor, Tina 
Brown. 

Q. Has he ever worked for the New York 
Daily News? 

MR. BREUER: I’m going to object to this 
line of questioning. It seems well beyond the 
scope of this deposition. I have never heard 
of Mr. Harold Evans, and it’s not clear to me 
that’s anywhere in this voluminous record or 
any of these issues. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 
and I think it would be appropriate to have 
an offer of proof on this, Congressman Gra-
ham. 

MR. GRAHAM: I’m going to ask Mr. 
Blumenthal if he has ever at any time passed 
on to Mr. Evans or anyone else raw notes, 
notes, work products from a Mr. Terry 
Lenzner about subjects of White House inves-
tigations to members of the press, to include 
Ms. Lewinsky. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Relating to Monica 
Lewinsky? 

MR. GRAHAM: Yes, and anyone else. 
MR. McDANIEL: That’s a good question. I 

think we don’t have any objection to that 
question. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, we still have 
to rule on it. Overruled. The objection is 
overruled. 

MR. GRAHAM: All right. Now I think I 
know the answer. 

[Laughter.] 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. So let’s phrase it very clearly for the 

record here. You know Mr. Evans; correct? 
A. I do. 
Q. Have you at any time received any 

notes, work product from a Mr. Terry 
Lenzner about anybody? 

A. No. 
Q. Okay. So, therefore, you had nothing to 

pass on? 
A. Right. 
Q. Fair enough. Do you know a Mr. Gene 

Lyons? 
A. Yes, I do. 
Q. Who is Mr. Gene Lyons? 
A. He is a columnist for the Arkansas 

Democrat Gazette. 
Q. Are you familiar with his appearance on 

‘‘Meet the Press’’ where he suggests in an ar-
ticle he wrote later that maybe the Presi-
dent is a victim similar to David Letterman 
in terms of somebody following him around, 
obsessed with him? 

A. Is this one of the exhibits? 
Q. Yes, sir. 
A. I wonder if you could refer me to it. 
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Q. Sure. I can’t read my writing. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Well, while we are looking for the ex-

hibit, let me ask you this. Do you have any 
independent knowledge of him making such 
a statement? 

A. Well, I’d like to see the exhibit so— 
Q. Okay. 
A. —so I could know exactly what he said. 
Q. Okay. 
MR. McDANIEL: If I might—Congressman, 

I don’t know whether the one you’re think-
ing of is—I note in Exhibit 20, there are— 
well, it’s not a story by Mr. Lyons— 

MR. GRAHAM: And that’s it. 
MR. McDANIEL: There are references to 

him in—in that story. 
MR. GRAHAM: That’s it. Thank you very 

much. 
MR. McDANIEL: You’re welcome. 
MR. GRAHAM: I appreciate it. 
THE WITNESS: This is 20? 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Yes, sir. 
A. Thank you. 
Do you mind if I just read through it? 
Q. Yes, sir. Take your time. 
A. Thank you. [Witness perusing docu-

ment.] I’ve read this. 
Q. My question is that this article is a Bos-

ton Globe article, Saturday, February the 
21st, and it references an appearance on 
‘‘Meet the Press’’ by Mr. Gene Lyons. And I 
believe you know who Mr. Gene Lyons is; is 
that correct? 

A. I do. 
Q. Did you know who he was in January of 

1998? 
A. I did. 
Q. And in this press appearance, it refers to 

it being the Sunday before the Saturday, 
February 21st, sometime in the middle of 
February. 

He indicates on the show, at least this arti-
cle recounts that he indicates, that the 
President could be in fact in ‘‘’a totally inno-
cent relationship in which the President was, 
in a sense, the victim of someone, rather like 
the woman who followed David Letterman 
around.’’’ 

Do you know how Mr. Lyons would come 
to that conclusion? I know word travels fast, 
but how would he know that? Do you have 
any independent knowledge of how he would 
know that? 

A. What exactly is the question? 
Q. Well, the question is Mr. Lyons is indi-

cating in the middle of February that the 
truth of the matter may very well be that 
the President is in an ‘‘innocent relationship 
in which the President was, in a sense, the 
victim of someone, rather like the woman 
who followed David Letterman around,’’ and 
the question is that scenario of the President 
being a victim of someone obsessed seems 
rather like the conversation you had with 
the President on January the 21st. Do you 
know how Mr. Lyons would have had that 
take on things? 

MR. McDANIEL: Well, I object to a ques-
tion that sort of loads up premises, Senators. 
That question sort of, you know, says, well, 
this conversation is a lot like the one you 
had with the President, and then asks the 
question. And the danger to the witness is 
that he’ll—by answering the question ac-
cepts the premise. 

And I ask that if you want to ask him 
whether it’s like the conversation with the 
President, that’s a fair question, he’ll answer 
it, but it ought to be broken out of there. 

[Senators Specter and Edwards conferring.] 
SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 

and I disagree on the ruling, so we’re going 
to take Senator Edwards and ask you to re-
phrase the question since it— 

[Laughter.] 
MR. GRAHAM: Fair enough. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. The characterization embodied here in-

dicates this could be a totally innocent rela-
tionship in which the President was in a 
sense the victim of someone. Is it fair to say, 
Mr. Blumenthal, that is very much like the 
scenario the President painted to you when 
you talked with him on January the 21st? 

A. It could be like that. 
Q. Okay. And it goes on further: ‘‘rather 

like the woman who followed David 
Letterman around.’’ Is that very much like 
the characterization the President indicated 
to you between him and Ms. Lewinsky? 

A. Could be. 
Q. Did you ever at any time talk with Mr. 

Gene Lyons about Ms. Lewinsky or any 
other person that was the subject of a rela-
tionship with the President? 

A. I did talk to Gene Lyons about Monica 
Lewinsky. 

Q. Could you tell us what you told him? 
A. He asked me my views, and I told him, 

in no uncertain terms, that I wouldn’t talk 
about her personally. I talked about Monica 
Lewinsky with all sorts of people, my moth-
er, my friends, about what was in the news 
stories every day, just like everyone else, 
but when it came to talking about her per-
sonally, I drew a line. 

Q. So, when you talk to your mother and 
your friends and Mr. Lyons about Ms. 
Lewinsky, are you telling us that you have 
these conversations, and you know what the 
President has told you and you’re not tempt-
ed to tell somebody the President is a victim 
of this lady, out of his own mouth? 

A. Not only am I not tempted, I did not. 
Q. You don’t know how all this informa-

tion came out? You have no knowledge of it 
at all? 

MR. McDANIEL: I don’t understand the 
question about— 

MR. GRAHAM: About her being a stalker, 
her being obsessed with the President, the 
President being like David Letterman in re-
lationship to her. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. You had no knowledge of how that all 

happened in the press? 
A. I have an idea how it started in the 

press. 
Q. Well, please share that with us. 
A. I believe it started on January 21st with 

the publication of an article in Newsweek by 
Michael Isikoff that was posted on the World 
Wide Web and faxed around to everyone in 
the news media, in Washington, New York, 
everywhere, and in the White House. And in 
that article, Michael Isikoff reported the 
contents of what became known as the talk-
ing points. 

And there was a mystery at the time about 
who wrote the talking points. We know sub-
sequently that Monica Lewinsky wrote the 
talking points. And in that document, the 
author of the talking points advises Linda 
Tripp that she might refer to someone who 
was stalking the ‘‘P’’, meaning the Presi-
dent, and after that story appeared, I believe 
there were a flood of stories and discussions 
about this, starting on ‘‘Nightline’’ that very 
night and ‘‘Nightline’’ the next night and so 
on. And that’s my understanding from ob-
serving the media of how this started. 

Q. How long have you been involved in the 
media yourself? 

A. Before I joined the White House staff, I 
was a journalist for 27 years. 

Q. Is it your testimony that the Isikoff ar-
ticle on the 21st explains how White House 
sources contact reporters in late January 
and mid-February trying to explain that the 
President is a victim of a stalker, an ob-
sessed young lady, who is the product of a 
broken home? Is that your testimony? 

A. No. 
MR. BREUER: I’m going to object to the 

form of the question. There is no evidence 

that White House officials, both in January 
and in February, if at any time, contacted 
sources, press sources. 

MR. GRAHAM: I will introduce these arti-
cles. The articles are dated with White House 
sources, unsolicited, calling about this 
event, saying these things in January and 
February. 

MR. BREUER: Well— 
SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 

and I agree that the question may be asked 
and answered. Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: If you could restate it, 
please? 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Is it your testimony that the White 

House sources that are being referred to by 
the press are a result of the 21st of January 
Isikoff article? That’s not what you’re say-
ing, is it? 

A. No. 
MR. McDANIEL: Well— 
MR. GRAHAM: Thank you. 
MR. McDANIEL: —I don’t think that there 

ought to be argument with Mr. Blumenthal. 
I think he ought to be asked a question and 
given an opportunity to answer it, and that’s 
an argumentative question and followed up 
by, ‘‘That’s not what you’re saying, is it?’’ 

I also think the questions are remarkably 
imprecise, in that they do not specify what 
information it is this questioner is seeking 
to get Mr. Blumenthal to talk about, and in 
that regard, I think the questions are both 
irrelevant and unfair. 

SENATOR EDWARDS: Are you objecting 
to a question that’s already been asked and 
answered? 

MR. McDANIEL: I might be, Senator, and 
I had that feeling when I heard Mr. 
Blumenthal say something, that I might be 
doing that. 

MR. GRAHAM: That would be my reply. He 
understood what I asked, and he answered, 
and I’ll accept his answer and we’ll move on. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, I think the ob-
jection is mooted at this point. 

MR. GRAHAM: Okay. 
SENATOR SPECTER: I do—I do think that 

to the extent you can be more precise, be-
cause these articles do contain— 

MR. GRAHAM: Yes, sir. 
SENATOR SPECTER: —a lot of informa-

tion. We’re still looking for that laser. 
MR. GRAHAM: Yes, sir. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. And these—and the reason this comes 

up, Mr. Isikoff—excuse me—Mr. Blumenthal, 
is you’ve referenced the Isikoff article on the 
21st, and my question goes to White House 
sources indicating that Ms. Lewinsky is a 
stalker, the January 30th article, that she’s 
obsessed with the President, that she wears 
tight skirts. 

What I’m trying to say is that you—you 
are not saying—it is not your testimony— 
that those White House sources are picking 
up on the 21st article, are you? 

A. I don’t know about any White House 
sources on these stories. 

Q. When you talked to Mr. Lyons, you 
never mentioned what time at all that Ms. 
Lewinsky was making demands on the Presi-
dent and he had to rebuff her? 

A. Absolutely not. 
Q. You never at one time told Mr. Lyons or 

anyone else that the President felt like that 
he was a victim much like the person in the 
novel, Darkness at Noon? 

MR. McDANIEL: Well, I object to that 
question. This witness has testified that he 
told his wife and that he told White House 
counsel at a later date, and the question in-
cluded anyone else. So I think it— 

MR. GRAHAM: Yes. Strike that. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Excluding those two people? 
A. Well, I believe I’ve asked—I’ve been 

asked, and answered that, and I haven’t told 
anyone else. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:42 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S04FE9.REC S04FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1253 February 4, 1999 
Q. Was there— 
A. I didn’t tell anyone else. 
Q. Was there ever an investigation at the 

White House about how these stories came 
out, supposedly? 

A. No. 
Q. Was anybody ever fired? 
A. No. 
MR. GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. 

Blumenthal. 
THE WITNESS: I thank you. 
MR. ROGAN: No further questions. 
MR. BREUER: Could we take a 5–minute 

break, Senator? 
SENATOR SPECTER: We can. We will re-

cess for 5 minutes. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going off 

the record at 11:24 a.m. 
[Recess.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going on the 

record at 11:40 a.m. 
SENATOR SPECTER: Turn to White House 

counsel, Mr. Lanny Breuer. 
MR. BREUER: Senators, the White House 

has no questions for Mr. Blumenthal. 
SENATOR SPECTER: We had deferred one 

line of questions which had been subject ob-
jection and considerable conference, and we 
put it at the end of the transcript so it could 
be excised. Do you wish to— 

MR. GRAHAM: Yes. 
SENATOR SPECTER: —proceed further? 
MR. BREUER: May we approach off the 

record, Senators? 
SENATOR SPECTER: Off the record. 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We’re going off the 

record at 11:41 a.m. 
[Discussion off the record.] 
THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are going back 

on the record at 12:10 p.m. 
SENATOR SPECTER: The Senators have 

considered the matter, and in light of the 
references, albeit abbreviated, in the record 
and the generalization that answers—ques-
tions and answers would be permitted, re-
serving the final judgment to the full Sen-
ate, we will permit Congressman Graham to 
question on pattern and practice with re-
spect to Ms. Willey. 

MR. GRAHAM: Okay. Thank you. 
FURTHER EXAMINATION BY HOUSE MANAGERS 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Mr. Blumenthal, we’re really close to 

the end here. If you could turn to Tab 5, page 
193. 

A. We have it. 
Q. Okay, thank you. 
And page 20, the last question, it’s in the 

right-hand corner. I’ll read the question, and 
we’ll kind of follow the testimony. ‘‘Have 
you ever had a discussion with people in the 
White House or been present during any 
meeting where the allegation has come up 
that other women are fabricating an affair 
with the President?’’ 

Now, could you read the answer for me, 
please? 

A. Sure. My—my answer in the grand jury 
is this: ‘‘We’ve discussed news stories that 
arose out of the Jones case, which was dis-
missed by the judge as having no basis, in 
which there were allegations made against 
the President, and these were stories that 
were in the press.’’ 

Q. ‘‘And you’’—’’And did you discuss those 
with the President?’’ 

You said, ‘‘No.’’ 
And the next question is: ‘‘So what form 

did you discuss those news stories in?’’ 
And your answer was? 
A. ‘‘In strategy meetings.’’ 
Q. Okay. ‘‘And that would include the 

daily meetings, the morning and the evening 
meetings?’’ 

A. Yes. 
Q. And your answer was ‘‘Yes.’’ 
Now, within that context, I want to walk 

through a bit how those strategy meetings 

came about and the purpose of the strategy 
meetings. 

The next question goes as follows: ‘‘And 
there were names of the women that you dis-
cussed in that context that there had been 
news stories about and public allegations of 
an affair with the President?’’ 

And your answer was? 
A. ‘‘As I recall, we discussed Paula Jones, 

Kathleen Willey, we’ve discussed’’—and the 
rest is redacted. 

Q. Redacted—and that’s fine, that’s fine. 
And the question later on, on line 24: 

‘‘When you say that that was a complete and 
utter fraudulent allegation—’’, the answer is: 
‘‘In my view, yes.’’ Right? 

A. Well— 
Q. About a woman? 
MR. McDANIEL: Senator, I must object to 

this, because I believe that question, clearly 
from the context, refers to redacted mate-
rial— 

MR. GRAHAM: Right. 
MR. McDANIEL: —which has been pre-

served as secret by the grand jury, and I 
think it’s somewhat misleading to talk 
about a fraudulent allegation that the grand 
jury heard that Mr. Blumenthal testified 
about, which is clearly not in the record be-
fore the Senate. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Well, it is unclear 
on the face of the record. So, Congressman 
Graham, if you could— 

MR. GRAHAM: The point I’m trying— 
SENATOR SPECTER: —excuse me, let me 

just finish— 
MR. GRAHAM: Yes. 
SENATOR SPECTER: —if you could speci-

fy on what is on the record that you’ve put 
in up to now. 

MR. GRAHAM: Okay. What I’m reading 
from, Senator, is—is a question and answer 
and a redacted name, and the point I’m try-
ing to make is ever who that person was, the 
allegation was considered to be fraudulent 
based on your prior testimony. 

THE WITNESS: That was—that was my 
testimony, that it was my view. 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. And that leads to this question. Was 

there ever a discussion in these strategy 
meetings where there was an admission that 
the allegation was believed to be true 
against the President in terms of relation-
ship with other women? 

MR. BREUER: I’m going to object to the 
form of the question in that it’s referring to 
other women. Even based on the discussion 
that went off the record, I think that what 
Mr. Graham is doing now is certainly beyond 
any record in this case. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 
would like to hear the question repeated. 

MR. GRAHAM: The strategy meetings— 
SENATOR SPECTER: Good idea? 
MR. GRAHAM: Yes, sir. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. The strategy meetings involved press 

accounts of allegations between the Presi-
dent and other women. The question is very 
simple. At any of those meetings, was it ever 
conceded that the President did have in fact 
a relationship? 

MR. BREUER: Object. I object to the ques-
tion for the reasons I just previously stated. 

SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 
raises the concern that I think he’s correct 
on, that we have limited it to Willey, Ms. 
Willey. So, if you would—if you would 
focus— 

MR. GRAHAM: Absolutely. 
SENATOR SPECTER: —there— 
MR. GRAHAM: Absolutely. 
SENATOR SPECTER: —it would be within 

your proffer and what we have permitted. 
MR. GRAHAM: Yes, sir. Very well. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. In regards to Ms. Willey, is it fair to say 

that the consensus of the group was that 
these allegations were not true? 

A. I don’t know. 
Q. Do you recall Ms. Willey giving a ‘‘60 

Minutes’’ interview? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you recall any discussions after the 

interview at a strategy meeting about Ms. 
Willey? 

MR. BREUER: I want the record to be 
clear that the White House has a continuing 
objection as to this line of inquiry. 

SENATOR SPECTER: The record will so 
note. 

THE WITNESS: If you could repeat the 
question, please. 

MR. GRAHAM: Yes. 
THE WITNESS: Sorry. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. After the ‘‘60 Minutes’’ interview, was 

there ever a strategy meeting about what 
she said? 

A. At one of the morning or evening meet-
ings, we discussed the ‘‘60 Minutes’’ inter-
view. 

Q. And can you—I—I know it’s hard be-
cause these meetings go on a lot. How—do 
you know who was there on that occasion, 
who would be the players that would be 
there? 

A. They would be the same as before. I’d be 
happy to enumerate them for you, if you 
want me to. 

Q. But the same as you previously testified 
to? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Okay, that’s fine. 
Do you recall what the discussions were 

about in terms of how to respond to the ‘‘60 
Minutes’’ story? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Could you tell us? 
A. They were what our official spokes-peo-

ple would say. 
Q. Did they include anything else? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Could you please tell us? 
A. There was a considerable complaining 

about how, in the ‘‘60 Minutes’’ broadcast, 
Bob Bennett was not given adequate time to 
speak and present his case, and how he was, 
as I recall, poorly lighted. 

Q. Was there any discussion about what 
Ms. Willey said herself and how that should 
be responded to? 

A. I don’t recall exactly. We just spoke 
about what our official spokespeople should 
respond to. 

Q. Did anybody ever discuss the fact that 
Ms. Willey may have had a checkered past? 

A. No, absolutely not. We never discussed 
the personal lives of any woman in those 
meetings. 

Q. Did it ever come up as to, well, here’s 
what we know about Kathleen Willey and 
the President, or let’s go see what we can 
find out about Kathleen Willey and the 
President? 

A. No. 
Q. Who had the letters that Kathleen Wil-

ley wrote to the President? 
A. I don’t know exactly. The White House 

had them. 
Q. Isn’t it fair to say that somebody found 

those letters, kept those letters, and was 
ready to respond with those letters, if needed 
to be? 

MR. BREUER: I’m going to object to the 
form of the question that it’s outside the 
proffer of the Manager. 

[Senators Specter and Edwards conferring.] 
MR. McDANIEL: Yes. I object to the com-

pound nature of the question, and— 
SENATOR SPECTER: Could you rephrase 

the question, Congressman Lindsey— 
MR. GRAHAM: Yes, sir. 
SENATOR SPECTER: —or, Graham? 
MR. GRAHAM: Yes, sir. 
SENATOR SPECTER: I think that would 

solve your problem. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1254 February 4, 1999 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. There were letters written to Ms. Willey 

to the President that were released to the 
media. Is that correct? 

A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know who gathered those letters 

up and how they were gathered up? 
MR. BREUER: Objection. 
SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 

and I agree that the Congressman may ask 
the question. Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: No. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Would it be fair to say, using common 

sense, that somebody was planning to answer 
Ms. Willey by having those letters to offer to 
the press? 

MR. BREUER: Objection. 
MR. McDANIEL: It’s argumentative. 
MR. BREUER: It certainly is. 
SENATOR SPECTER: Would you repeat 

that question? 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. The question is: Mr. Blumenthal, do you 

believe it’s a fair assumption to make that 
somebody in the White House made a con-
scious effort to go seek out the letters be-
tween the President and Ms. Willey and use 
in response to her allegations? 

[Senators Specter and Edwards conferring.] 
THE WITNESS: Well, that’s an opin— 
MS. MARSH: Wait, wait, wait. 
MR. McDANIEL: Please, Mr. Blumenthal. 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
SENATOR SPECTER: Senator Edwards 

says, and I agree with him, that you ought to 
direct it to somebody with specific knowl-
edge so you don’t— 

BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Do you have any knowledge— 
SENATOR SPECTER: —deal totally with 

speculation. 
BY MR. GRAHAM: 
Q. Do you have any specific knowledge of 

that event occurring, somebody gathering 
the letters up, having them ready to be able 
to respond to Ms. Willey if she ever said any-
thing? 

A. No. 
Q. You have no knowledge whatsoever of 

how those letters came into the possession of 
the White House to be released to the press? 

A. No, I don’t. I don’t know— 
MR. GRAHAM: Thank you. I— 
THE WITNESS: —who had them— 
MR. GRAHAM: —don’t have any— 
THE WITNESS: —in the White House. 
MR. GRAHAM: —further questions. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. LOTT. Under the order just 
granted, the Senate will meet again as 
the Court of Impeachment on Satur-
day. On Saturday, the Senate will hear 
presentations from the House man-
agers and the White House counsel for 
not to exceed 6 hours. After those pres-
entations, the Senate will resume its 
business on Monday for 6 hours, begin-
ning at 1 p.m. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M., 
SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1999 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chief Justice, I now 
ask the Senate stand in adjournment 
under the previous order, and ask that 
all Senators remain at their desks 
until the Chief Justice departs the 
Chamber. 

There being no objection, at 4:31 
p.m., the Senate, sitting as a Court of 
Impeachment, adjourned until Satur-
day, February 6, 1999, at 10 a.m. 

(Pursuant to an order of January 26, 
1999, the following material was sub-
mitted at the desk during today’s ses-
sion:) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting one nomination 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

(The nomination received today is 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

1998 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE 
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVIS-
ERS—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT—PM 3 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Joint 
Economic Committee. 
ECONOMIC REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to report that the Amer-

ican economy today is healthy and 
strong. Our Nation is enjoying the 
longest peacetime economic expansion 
in its history, with almost 18 million 
new jobs since 1993, wages rising at 
twice the rate of inflation, the highest 
home ownership ever, the smallest wel-
fare rolls in 30 years, and unemploy-
ment and inflation at their lowest lev-
els in three decades. 

This expansion, unlike recent pre-
vious ones, is both wide and deep. All 
income groups, from the richest to the 
poorest, have seen their incomes rise 
since 1993. The typical family income is 
up more than $3,500, adjusted for infla-
tion. African-American and Hispanic 
households, who were left behind dur-
ing the last expansion, have also seen 
substantial increases in income. 

Our Nation’s budget is balanced, for 
the first time in a generation, and we 
are entering the second year of an era 
of surpluses: our projections show that 
we will close out the 1999 fiscal year 
with a surplus of $79 billion, the largest 
in the history of the United States. We 
are on course for budget surpluses for 
many years to come. 

These eeconomic successes are not 
accidental. They are the result of an 
economic strategy that we have pur-
sued since 1993. It is a strategy that 
rests on three pillars: fiscal discipline, 
investments in education and tech-
nology, and expanding exports to the 
growing world market. Continuing 
with this proven strategy is the best 
way to maintain our prosperity and 
meet the challenges of the 21st cen-
tury. 

THE ADMINISTRATION’S ECONOMIC AGENDA 

Our new economic strategy was root-
ed first and foremost in fiscal dis-
cipline. We made hard fiscal choices in 
1993, sending signals to the market 
that we were serious about dealing 
with the budget deficits we had inher-
ited. The market responded by low-
ering long-term interest rates. Lower 
interest rates in turn helped more peo-
ple buy homes and borrow for college, 
helped more entrepreneurs to start 
businesses, and helped more existing 
businesses to invest in new technology 
and equipment. America’s economic 
success has been fueled by the biggest 
boom in private sector investment in 
decades—more than $1 trillion in cap-
ital was freed for private sector invest-
ment. In past expansions, government 
bought more and spent more to drive 
the economy. During this expansion, 
government spending as a share of the 
economy has fallen. 

The second part of our strategy has 
been to invest in our people. A global 
economy driven by information and 
fast-paced technological change cre-
ates ever greater demand for skilled 
workers. That is why, even as we bal-
anced the budget, we substantially in-
creased our annual investment in edu-
cation and training. We have opened 
the doors of college to all Americans, 
with tax credits and more affordable 
student loans, with more work-study 
grants and more Pell grants, with edu-
cation IRAs and the new HOPE Schol-
arship tax credit that more than 5 mil-
lion Americans will receive this year. 
Even as we closed the budget gap, we 
have expanded the earned income tax 
credit for almost 20 million low-income 
working families, giving them hope 
and helping lift them our of poverty. 
Even as we cut government spending, 
we have raised investments in a wel-
fare-to-work jobs initiative and in-
vested $24 billion in our children’s 
health initiative. 

Third, to build the American econ-
omy, we have focused on opening for-
eign markets and expanding exports to 
our trading partners around the world. 
Until recently, fully one-third of the 
strong economic growth America has 
enjoyed in the 1990s has come from ex-
ports. That trade has been aided by 270 
trade agreements we have signed in the 
past 6 years. 

ADDRESSING OUR NATION’S ECONOMIC 
CHALLENGES 

We have created a strong, healthy, 
and truly global economy—an economy 
that is a leader for growth in the 
world. But common sense, experience, 
and the example of our competitors 
abroad show us that we cannot afford 
to be complacent. Now, at this moment 
of great plenty, is precisely the time to 
face the challenges of the next century. 

We must maintain our fiscal dis-
cipline by saving Social Security for 
the 21st century—thereby laying the 
foundations for future economic 
growth. 
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By 2030, the number of elderly Ameri-

cans will double. This is a seismic de-
mographic shift with great con-
sequences for our Nation. We must 
keep Social Security a rock-solid guar-
antee. That is why I proposed in my 
State of the Union address that we in-
vest the surplus to save Social Secu-
rity. I proposed that we commit 62 per-
cent of the budget surplus for the next 
15 years to Social Security. I also pro-
posed investing a small portion in the 
private sector. This will allow the trust 
fund to earn a higher return and keep 
Social Security sound until 2055. 

But we must aim higher. We should 
put Social Security on a sound footing 
for the next 75 years. We should reduce 
poverty among elderly women, who are 
nearly twice as likely to be poor as 
other seniors. And we should eliminate 
the limits on what seniors on Social 
Security can earn. These changes will 
require difficult but fully achievable 
choices over and above the dedication 
of the surplus. 

Once we have saved Social Security, 
we must fulfill our obligation to save 
and improve Medicare and invest in 
long-term health care. That is why I 
have called for broader, bipartisan re-
forms that keep Medicare secure until 
2020 through additional savings and 
modernizing the program with market- 
oriented purchasing tools, while also 
providing a long-overdue prescription 
drug benefit. 

By saving the money we will need to 
save Social Security and Medicare, 
over the next 15 years we will achieve 
the lowest ratio of publicly held debt 
to gross domestic product since 1917. 
This debt reduction will help keep fu-
ture interest rates low or drive them 
even lower, fueling economic growth 
well into the 21st century. 

To spur future growth, we must also 
encourage private retirement saving. 
In my State of the Union address I pro-
posed that we use about 12 percent of 
the surplus to establish new Universal 
Savings Accounts—USA accounts. 
These will ensure that all Americans 
have the means to save. Americans 
could receive a flat tax credit to con-
tribute to their USA accounts and ad-
ditional tax credits to match a portion 
of their savings—with more help for 
lower income Americans. This is the 
right way to provide tax relief to the 
American people. 

Education is also key to our Nation’s 
future prosperity. That is why I pro-
posed in my State of the Union address 
a plan to create 21st-century schools 
through greater investment and more 
accountability. Under my plan, States 
and school districts that accept Fed-
eral resources will be required to end 
social promotion, turn around or close 
failing schools, support high-quality 
teachers, and promote innovation, 
competition, and discipline. My plan 
also proposes increasing Federal in-
vestments to help States and school 
districts take responsibility for failing 
schools, to recruit and train new teach-
ers, to expand after school and summer 

school programs, and to build or fix 
5,000 schools. 

At this time of continued turmoil in 
the international economy, we must do 
more to help create stability and open 
markets around the world. We must 
press forward with open trade. It would 
be a terrible mistake, at this time of 
economic fragility in so many regions, 
for the United States to build new 
walls of protectionism that could set 
off a chain reaction around the world, 
imperiling the growth upon which we 
depend. At the same time, we must do 
more to make sure that working people 
are lifted up by trade. We must do 
more to ensure that spirited economic 
competition among nations never be-
comes a race to the bottom in the area 
of environmental protections or labor 
standards. 

Strengthening the foundations of 
trade means strengthening the archi-
tecture of international finance. The 
United States must continue to lead in 
stabilizing the world financial system. 
When nations around the world descend 
into economic disruption, consigning 
populations to poverty, it hurts them 
and it hurts us. These nations are our 
trading partners; they buy our prod-
ucts and can ship low-cost products to 
American consumers. 

The U.S. proposal for containing fi-
nancial contagion has been taken up 
around the world: interest rates are 
being cut here and abroad, America is 
meeting its obligations to the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, and a new fa-
cility has been created at the World 
Bank to strengthen the social safety 
net in Asia. And agreement has been 
reached to establish a new pre-
cautionary line of credit, so nations 
with strong economic policies can 
quickly get the help they need before 
financial problems mushroom from 
concerns to crises. 

We must do more to renew our cities 
and distressed rural areas. My Admin-
istration has pursued a new strategy, 
based on empowerment and invest-
ment, and we have seen its success. 
With the critical assistance of Em-
powerment Zones, unemployment rates 
in cities across the country have 
dropped dramatically. But we have 
more work to do to bring the spark of 
private enterprise to neighborhoods 
that have too long been without hope. 
That is why my budget includes an in-
novative ‘‘New Markets’’ initiative to 
spur $15 billion in new private sector 
capital investment in businesses in un-
derserved areas through a package of 
tax credits and guarantees. 

GOING FORWARD TOGETHER IN THE 21ST 
CENTURY 

Now, on the verge of another Amer-
ican Century, our economy is at the 
pinnacle of power and success, but 
challenges remain. Technology and 
trade and the spread of information 
have transformed our economy, offer-
ing great opportunities but also posing 
great challenges. All Americans must 
be equipped with the skills to succeed 
and prosper in the new economy. Amer-

ica must have the courage to move for-
ward and renew its ideas and institu-
tions to meet new challenges. There 
are no limits to the world we can cre-
ate, together, in the century to come. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 4, 1999. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 1:00 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 68. An act to amend section 20 of the 
Small Business Act and make technical cor-
rections in title III of the Small Business In-
vestment Act. 

H.R. 98. An act to amend chapter 443 of 
title 49, United States Code, to extend the 
aviation war risk insurance program and to 
amend the Centennial of Flight Commemo-
ration Act to make technical and other cor-
rections. 

H.R. 99. An act to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to extend Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration programs through September 
30, 1999, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 432. An act to designate the North/ 
South Center as the Dante B. Fascell North- 
South Center. 

The message also announced that the 
House agreed to the following concur-
rent resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 19. Concurrent resolution per-
mitting the use of the Rotunda of the Cap-
itol for a ceremony as part of the commemo-
ration of the days of remembrance of victims 
of the Holocaust. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to section 8002 of the Internal 
Revenue code of 1986, the Committee 
on Ways and Means designated the fol-
lowing Members of the House to serve 
on the Joint Committee on Taxation 
for the 106th Congress: Mr. ARCHER, Mr. 
CRANE, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. RANGEL, and 
Mr. STARK. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of 15 U.S.C. 
1024(a), the Speaker appoints the fol-
lowing Member of the House of the 
Joint Economic Committee: Mr. 
SAXTON of New Jersey. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–1374. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on three rescissions of 
budget authority dated February 1, 1999; 
transmitted jointly, pursuant to the order of 
January 30, 1975, as modified by the order of 
April 11, 1986, to the Committee on Appro-
priations, to the Committee on the Budget, 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, and to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EC–1375. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on loans and guarantees issued under 
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the Arms Export Control Act as of Sep-
tember 30, 1998; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EC–1376. A communication from the Reg-
ister of Copyrights, United States Copyright 
Office, Library of Congress, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a schedule of proposed new 
copyright fees; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

EC–1377. A communication from the Chief 
of the Programs and Legislation Division, 
Office of Legislative Liaison, Department of 
the Air Force, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
notice of a cost comparison of the Base Oper-
ating Support functions at Lockland Air 
Force Base, Texas; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–1378. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Medicare Program; Coverage of 
Ambulance Services and Vehicle and Staff 
Requirements’’ (RIN0938–AH13) received on 
January 26, 1999; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

EC–1379. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Weighted Average Interest Rate 
Update’’ (Notice 99–7) received on January 
25, 1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–1380. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Federal Insurance Contributions 
Act (FICA) Taxation of Amounts Under Em-
ployee Benefit Plans’’ (RIN1545–AT27) re-
ceived on January 28, 1999; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

EC–1381. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Federal Unemployment Tax Act 
(FUTA) Taxation of Amounts Under Em-
ployee Benefit Plans’’ (RIN1545–AT99) re-
ceived on January 28, 1999; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

EC–1382. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Certifying Officer, Financial 
Management Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Acceptance of 
Bonds Secured By Government Obligations 
in Lieu of Bonds with Sureties’’ (RIN1510– 
AA36) received on January 27, 1999; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–1383. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Marketing Order Regulating the 
Handling of Spearmint Oil Produced in the 
Far West; Salable Quantities and Allotment 
Percentages for the 1999–2000 Marketing 
Year’’ (Docket FV–99–985–1 FR) received on 
January 26, 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1384. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Azoxystrobin; Pes-
ticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemp-
tions’’ (RIN2070–AB78) received on January 
26, 1999; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1385. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revocation of Tol-
erances for Canceled Food Uses; Correction’’ 
(FRL6043–7) received on January 26, 1999; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1386. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 

Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Lambda- 
cyhalothrin; Pesticide Tolerances for Emer-
gency Exemptions’’ (FRL6056–2) received on 
January 26, 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1387. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fenbuconazole; 
Pesticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemp-
tions’’ (FRL6054–3) received on January 26, 
1999; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–1388. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Rescission of Cryo-
lite Tolerance Revocations; Final Rule, 
Delay of Effective Date’’ (FRL6058–7) re-
ceived on January 26, 1999; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1389. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, notice of the continuation of 
the national emergency with respect to 
grave acts of violence committed by foreign 
terrorists that disrupt the Middle East peace 
process is to continue in effect beyond Janu-
ary 23, 1999; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1390. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the Bureau of Export Administra-
tion’s report entitled ‘‘Annual Report for 
Fiscal Year 1999’’ and the ‘‘1999 Report to 
Congress on Foreign Policy Export Con-
trols’’; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1391. A communication from the Vice 
Chair of the Import-Export Bank of the 
United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, notice of a financial guarantee to sup-
port the sale of certain Boeing aircraft to 
Ireland; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1392. A communication from the Presi-
dent and Chairman of the Import-Export 
Bank of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the Bank’s report on Sub- 
Saharan Africa and the Export-Import Bank 
of the United States; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1393. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting, a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize the Secretary of the 
Treasury to produce currency, postage 
stamps, and other security documents for 
foreign governments, and security docu-
ments for State governments and their polit-
ical subdivisions; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1394. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Export Administration, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Exports of High Performance Computers; 
Post-shipment Verification Reporting Proce-
dures’’ (RIN0694–AB78) received on November 
4, 1998; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1395. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel of the Office of Foreign Assets Con-
trol, Department of the Treasury, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule re-
garding the procedure for requests for re-
moval from the list of blocked persons, 
groups, and vessels received on January 29, 
1999; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1396. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Congressional Budget Office, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Office’s 
Sequestration Preview Report for Fiscal 
Year 2000; transmitted jointly, pursuant to 
the order of August 4, 1977, to the Committee 
on the Budget and to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–1397. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, notice of an Agreement to ex-
tend the Mutual Fisheries Agreement to De-
cember 31, 2003; transmitted jointly, pursu-
ant to 16 U.S.C. 1823(b), P.L. 94–265, to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation and to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC–1398. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary for Policy, Pension 
and Welfare Benefits Administration, De-
partment of Labor, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Interim 
Rules for Group Health Plans and Health In-
surance Issuers Under the Newborns’ and 
Mothers’ Health Protection Act’’ (RIN1210– 
AA63) received on November 4, 1998; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–1399. A communication from the Regu-
latory Policy Officer, Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco and Firearms, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of 
the San Francisco Bay Viticulture Area and 
the Realignment of the Boundary of the Cen-
tral Coast Viticultural Area’’ (RIN1512–AA07) 
received on January 27, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–1400. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States Institute of Peace, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the Institute’s activities during the four 
year period following the end of the Cold War 
(1994–1997); to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–1401. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Depart-
ment’s report under the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act for fiscal year 1997; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EC–1402. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Department of 
Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Department’s report entitled ‘‘Attacking Fi-
nancial Institution Fraud: Fiscal Year 1996 
(Second Quarterly Report)’’; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EC–1403. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Citrus 
Canker; Addition to Quarantined Areas’’ 
(Docket 95–086–2) received on January 27, 
1999; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–1404. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Performance Standards for 
the Production of Certain Meat and Poultry 
Products’’ (Docket 95–033F) received on Jan-
uary 28, 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1405. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Dried Prunes Produced in Cali-
fornia; Increased Assessment Rate’’ (Docket 
FV99–993–1 FR) received on January 28, 1999; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1406. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director of the U.S. Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Two- 
Part Documents for Commodity Pools’’ re-
ceived on November 4, 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–1407. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a 6-month periodic report on 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:42 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S04FE9.REC S04FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1257 February 4, 1999 
the national emergency with respect to ter-
rorists who threaten to disrupt the Middle 
East peace process (Executive Order 12947) 
dated January 27, 1999; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1408. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the United States Securities and 
Exchange Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Cus-
tody of Investment Company Assets Outside 
the United States’’ (RIN3235–AE98) received 
on January 29, 1999; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1409. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a list of international agreements other 
than treaties entered into by the United 
States (99–5 to 99–7); to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC–1410. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Department’s report on the extent 
and disposition of U.S. contributions to 
international organizations for fiscal year 
1997; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–1411. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Agency’s report on full-time USG employees 
who are performing services for which reim-
bursement is provided under the Arms Ex-
port Control Act; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

EC–1412. A communication from the Acting 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a list of re-
ports issued or released by the General Ac-
counting Office in September 1998; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1413. A communication from the Chair 
of the U.S. Architectural and Transportation 
Barriers Compliance Board, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the Board’s consolidated 
annual report under the Inspector General 
Act and the Federal Managers’ Financial In-
tegrity Act for fiscal year 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1414. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director of the President’s Committee 
on the Arts and the Humanities, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the Com-
mittee’s recommendations to the President; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1415. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Department’s report under the In-
spector General Act for the period from April 
1, 1998 through September 30, 1998; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1416. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–494, ‘‘Uniform Per Student 
Funding Formula for Public Schools and 
Public Charter Schools and Tax Conformity 
Clarification Amendment Act of 1998’’; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1417. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–495, ‘‘Office of Citizen Com-
plaint Review Establishment Act of 1998’’; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1418. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–487, ‘‘Summary of Abatement 
of Life-or-Health Threatening Conditions 
Amendment Act of 1998’’; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1419. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–488, ‘‘Alcoholic Beverage 
Control DC Arena Amendment Act of 1998’’; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1420. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–490, ‘‘Retired Police Officer 
Redeployment Temporary Amendment Act 
of 1998’’; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC–1421. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–491, ‘‘Criminal Background 
Investigation for the Protection of Children 
Temporary Act of 1998’’; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1422. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–492, ‘‘Metropolitan Police De-
partment Civilianization Temporary Amend-
ment Act of 1998’’; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–1423. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–493, ‘‘Open Alcoholic Bev-
erage Containers Amendment Act of 1998’’; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1424. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–468, ‘‘Prohibition on Aban-
doned Vehicles Amendment Act of 1998’’; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1425. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–469, ‘‘Closing of a Public 
Alley in Square 198, S.O. 90–260, Act of 1998’’; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1426. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–471, ‘‘ARCH Training Center 
Real Property Tax Exemption and Equitable 
Real Property Tax Exemption and Equitable 
Real Property Tax Relief Act of 1998’’; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1427. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–473, ‘‘Salvation Army Equi-
table Real Property Tax Relief Act of 1998’’; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1428. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–475, ‘‘Extension of Time to 
Dispose of District Owned Surplus Real 
Property Revised Temporary Amendment 
Act of 1998’’; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–1429. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–481, ‘‘Regional Airports Au-
thority Temporary Amendment Act of 1998’’; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1430. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–486, ‘‘Special Events Fee Ad-
justment Waiver Temporary Amendment Act 
of 1998’’; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC–1431. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–485, ‘‘Drug Prevention and 
Children at Risk Tax Check-off Temporary 
Act of 1998’’; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–1432. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–470, ‘‘Drug-Related Nuisance 
Abatement Act of 1998’’; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1433. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-

bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–474, ‘‘Sex Offender Registra-
tion Risk Assessment Clarification and Con-
vention Center Marketing Service Contracts 
Temporary Amendment Act of 1998’’; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1434. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Appraisal Subcommittee, Federal 
Financial Institutions Examination Council, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Council’s 
consolidated annual report under the Inspec-
tor General Act and the Federal Managers’ 
Financial Integrity Act for fiscal year 1998; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1435. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Information Security Oversight 
Office, National Archives and Records Ad-
ministration, transmitting, a copy of the Of-
fice’s ‘‘Report to the President’’ for 1997; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–1436. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. ACT 12–489, ‘‘Holy Comforter-St. 
Cyprian Roman Catholic Church Equitable 
Real Property Tax Relief Act of 1998’’; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. DOMENICI): 

S. 366. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to designate El Camino Real de 
Tierra Adentro as a National Historic Trail; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 367. A bill to amend the Radiation Expo-
sure Compensation Act to provide for partial 
restitution to individuals who worked in ura-
nium mines, mills, or transport which pro-
vided uranium for the use and benefit of the 
United States Government, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr. 
LOTT): 

S. 368. A bill to authorize the minting and 
issuance of a commemorative coin in honor 
of the founding of Biloxi, Mississippi; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. CLELAND: 
S. 369. A bill to provide States with the au-

thority to permit certain employers of do-
mestic workers to make annual wage re-
ports; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: 
S. 370. A bill to designate the North/South 

Center as the Dante B. Fascell North-South 
Center; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. DOMEN-
ICI, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. FRIST, Mr. MACK, and Mr. 
HAGEL): 

S. 371. A bill to provide assistance to the 
countries in Central America and the Carib-
bean affected by Hurricane Mitch and Hurri-
cane Georges, to provide additional trade 
benefits to certain beneficiary countries in 
the Caribbean, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S. 372. A bill to make available funds under 

the Freedom Support Act to expand existing 
educational and professional exchanges with 
the Russian Federation to promote and 
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strengthen democratic government and civil 
society in that country, and to make avail-
able funds under that Act to conduct a study 
of the feasibility of creating a new founda-
tion toward that end; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. HARKIN: 
S. 373. A bill to prohibit the acquisition of 

products produced by forced or indentured 
child labor; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. SPECTER, 
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. 
BAYH): 

S. 374. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act, the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974, and the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to protect consumers in 
managed care plans and other health cov-
erage; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. 
AKAKA): 

S. 375. A bill to create a rural business 
lending pilot program within the U.S. Small 
Business Administration, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Small Business. 

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, and Mr. CLELAND): 

S. 376. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Satellite Act of 1962 to promote com-
petition and privatization in satellite com-
munications, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. ENZI: 
S. 377. A bill to eliminate the special re-

serve funds created for the Savings Associa-
tion Insurance Fund and the Deposit Insur-
ance Fund, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and Mr. 
KERRY): 

S. 378. A bill to provide for the non-pre-
emption of State prescription drug benefit 
laws in connection with Medicare+Choice 
plans; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. HARKIN, 
and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 379. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to implement a pilot pro-
gram to improve access to the national 
transportation system for small commu-
nities, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. FRIST, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. BURNS, 
Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. 
LOTT, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
SESSIONS, and Mr. MURKOWSKI): 

S. 380. A bill to reauthorize the Congres-
sional Award Act; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 381. A bill to allow certain individuals 

who provided service to the Armed Forces of 
the United States in the Philippines during 
World War II to receive a reduced SSI benefit 
after moving back to the Philippines; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. 382. A bill to establish the Minuteman 
Missile National Historic Site in the State of 
South Dakota, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. Res. 32. A resolution to express the sense 

of the Senate reaffirming the cargo pref-
erence policy of the United States; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. MACK, Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, Mr. HATCH, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
FITZGERALD, Mr. HELMS, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. GRAMS, and Mr. LAU-
TENBERG): 

S. Con. Res. 5. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing congressional opposition to the uni-
lateral declaration of a Palestinian state and 
urging the President to assert clearly United 
States opposition to such a unilateral dec-
laration of statehood; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. DOMENICI): 

S. 366. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to designate El Ca-
mino Real de Tierra Adentro as a Na-
tional Historic Trail; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

CAMINO REAL DE TIERRA ADENTRO NATIONAL 
HISTORIC TRAIL 

∑ Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill to amend the 
National Trails System Act to des-
ignate El Camino Real de Tierra 
Adentro as a National Historic Trail. 
Senator DOMENICI is once again a co-
sponsor of this legislation which en-
joyed bipartisan support in both the 
Senate and in the House in the last 
Congress. I want to thank Senator 
DOMENICI for his continued support of 
this bill. 

While we passed this bill last year in 
the Senate, it appeared that there just 
wasn t enough time for the House to go 
through its process on the bill at the 
end of the 105th Congress. My hope is 
that we will be able to move this bill 
through the Senate quickly this year 
and that the House will pass it as well. 

While this legislation is important to 
my home state of New Mexico, it also 
contributes to the national dialogue on 
the history of this country and who we 
are as a people. In history classes 
across the country, children learn 
about the establishment of European 
settlements on the East Coast, and the 
east to west migration which occurred 
under the banner of Manifest Destiny. 
However, the story of the northward 
exploration and settlement of this 
country by the Spanish is often over-
looked. This legislation recognizes this 
important chapter in American his-
tory. 

In the 16th century, building upon a 
network of trade routes used by the in-
digenous Pueblos along the Rio 
Grande, Spanish explorers established 
a migration route into the interior of 

the continent which they called ‘‘El 
Camino Real de Tierra Adentro’’, the 
Royal Road of the Interior. In 1598, al-
most a decade before the first English 
colonists landed at Jamestown, Vir-
ginia, Don Juan de Onate led a Spanish 
expedition which established the north-
ern portion of El Camino Real which 
became the main route for communica-
tion and trade between the colonial 
Spanish capital of Mexico City and the 
Spanish provincial capitals at San 
Juan de Los Caballeros, San Gabriel 
and then Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

For the next 223 years, until 1821, El 
Camino Real facilitated the explo-
ration, conquest, colonization, settle-
ment, religious conversion, and mili-
tary occupation of the Spanish colonial 
borderlands. In the 17th century, cara-
vans of wagons and livestock struggled 
for months to cross the desert and 
bring supplies up El Camino Real to 
missions, mining towns and settle-
ments in New Mexico. As with later 
Anglo settlers who travelled from St. 
Louis to California during the 1800s, 
the Spanish settlers faced very harsh 
conditions moving into what would be-
come the American Southwest. On one 
section known as the Jornada del 
Muerto, or Journey of Death, they 
traveled for 90 miles without water, 
shelter, or firewood. 

The Spanish influence from those 
persevering colonists can still be seen 
today in the ethnic and cultural tradi-
tions of the southwestern United 
States. 

As we enter the 21st century, it’s es-
sential that we embrace the diversity 
of people and cultures that make up 
our country. It is the source of our dy-
namism and strength. The inclusion of 
this trail into the National Historic 
Trail system is an important step to-
wards advancing our understanding of 
our rich cultural history. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 366 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘El Camino 
Real de Tierra Adentro National Historic 
Trail Act.’’ 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 
(1) El Camino Real de Tierra Adentro (the 

Royal Road of the Interior), served as the 
primary route between the colonial Spanish 
capital of Mexico City and the Spanish pro-
vincial capitals at San Juan de Los Cabal-
leros (1598–1600), San Gabriel (1600–1609) and 
then Santa Fe (1610–1821). 

(2) The portion of El Camino Real de Tierra 
Adentro that resided in what is now the 
United States extended between El Paso, 
Texas and present San Juan Pueblo, New 
Mexico, a distance of 404 miles; 

(3) El Camino Real is a symbol of the cul-
tural interaction between nations and ethnic 
groups and of the commercial exchange that 
made possible the development and growth 
of the borderland; 
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(4) American Indian groups, especially the 

Pueblo Indians of the Rio Grande, developed 
trails for trade long before Europeans ar-
rived; 

(5) In 1598, Juan de Oñate led a Spanish 
military expedition along those trails to es-
tablish the northern portion of El Camino 
Real; 

(6) During the Mexican National Period 
and part of the U.S. Territorial Period, El 
Camino Real de Tierra Adentro facilitated 
the emigration of people to New Mexico and 
other areas that would become the United 
States; 

(7) The exploration, conquest, colonization, 
settlement, religious conversion, and mili-
tary occupation of a large area of the border-
lands was made possible by this route, whose 
historical period extended from 1598 to 1882; 

(8) American Indians, European emigrants, 
miners, ranchers, soldiers, and missionaries 
used El Camino Real during the historic de-
velopment of the borderlands. These trav-
elers promoted cultural interaction among 
Spaniards, other Europeans, American Indi-
ans, Mexicans, and Americans; 

(9) El Camino Real fostered the spread of 
Catholicism, mining, an extensive network 
of commerce, and ethnic and cultural tradi-
tions including music, folklore, medicine, 
foods, architecture, language, place names, 
irrigation systems, and Spanish law. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION. 

Section 5 (a) of the National Trails System 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1244 (a)) is amended— 

(1) by designating the paragraphs relating 
to the California National Historic Trail, the 
Pony Express National Historic Trail, and 
the Selma to Montgomery National Historic 
Trail as paragraphs (18), (19), and (20), respec-
tively; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(21) EL CAMINO REAL DE TIERRA ADENTRO.— 
‘‘(A) El Camino Real de Tierra Adentro 

(the Royal Road of the Interior) National 
Historic Trail, a 404 mile long trail from the 
Rio Grande near El Paso, Texas to present 
San Juan Pueblo, New Mexico, as generally 
depicted on the maps entitled ‘United States 
Route: El Camino Real de Tierra Adentro’, 
contained in the report prepared pursuant to 
subsection (b) entitled ‘National Historic 
Trail Feasibility Study and Environmental 
Assessment: El Camino Real de Tierra 
Adentro, Texas-New Mexico’, dated March 
1997. 

‘‘(B) MAP.—A map generally depicting the 
trail shall be on file and available for public 
inspection in the Office of the National Park 
Service, Department of Interior. 

‘‘(C) ADMINISTRATION.—The Trail shall be 
administered by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior. 

‘‘(D) LAND ACQUISITION.—No lands or inter-
ests therein outside the exterior boundaries 
of any federally administered area may be 
acquired by the Federal Government for El 
Camino Real de Tierra Adentro except with 
the consent of the owner thereof. 

‘‘(E) VOLUNTEER GROUPS; CONSULTATION.— 
The Secretary of the Interior shall— 

‘‘(i) encourage volunteer trail groups to 
participate in the development and mainte-
nance of the trail; and 

‘‘(ii) consult with other affected Federal, 
State, and tribal agencies in the administra-
tion of the trail. 

‘‘(F) COORDINATION OF ACTIVITIES.—The 
Secretary of the Interior may coordinate 
with United States and Mexican public and 
non-governmental organizations, academic 
institutions, and, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, the government of Mex-
ico and its political subdivisions, for the pur-
pose of exchanging trail information and re-
search, fostering trail preservation and edu-
cational programs, providing technical as-

sistance, and working to establish an inter-
national historic trail with complementary 
preservation and education programs in each 
nation.’’.∑ 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 367. A bill to amend the Radiation 
Exposure Compensation Act to provide 
for partial restitution to individuals 
who worked in uranium mines, mills, 
or transport which provided uranium 
for the use and benefit of the United 
States Government, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

THE RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION 
IMPROVEMENT ACT 

∑ Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my colleague, Senator 
DASCHLE, to introduce the Radiation 
Exposure Compensation Improvement 
Act of 1999. 

Mr. President, the Radiation Expo-
sure Compensation Act, or RECA, was 
originally enacted in 1990 as a means of 
compensating the individuals who suf-
fered from exposure to radiation as a 
result of the U.S. government’s nuclear 
testing program and federal uranium 
mining activities. While the govern-
ment can never fully compensate for 
the loss of a life or a reduction in the 
quality of life, RECA serves as a cor-
nerstone for the national apology Con-
gress extended to those adversely af-
fected by the various radiation trage-
dies. In keeping with the spirit of that 
apology, the legislation I introduce 
today will further correct existing in-
justices and provide compassionate 
compensation for those whose lives and 
health were sacrificed as part of our 
nation’s effort to win the cold war. 

During the period of 1947 to 1961, the 
Federal Government controlled all as-
pects of the production of nuclear fuel. 
One such aspect was the mining of ura-
nium in New Mexico, Colorado, Ari-
zona, and Utah. Even though the Fed-
eral Government had adequate knowl-
edge of the hazards involved in ura-
nium mining, these miners, many of 
whom were Native Americans, were 
sent into inadequately ventilated 
mines with virtually no instruction re-
garding the dangers of ionizing radi-
ation. These miners had no idea of 
those dangers. Consequently, they in-
haled radon particles that eventually 
yielded high doses of ionizing radi-
ation. As a result, these miners have a 
substantially elevated cancer rate and 
incidence of incapacitating respiratory 
disease. The health effects of uranium 
mining in the fifties and sixties remain 
the single greatest concern of many 
former uranium miners and millers and 
their families and friends. 

In 1990, I was pleased to co-sponsor 
the original RECA legislation here in 
the Senate to provide compassionate 
compensation to uranium miners. I was 
very optimistic that after years of 
waiting, some degree of redress would 
be given to the thousands of miners in 
my state of New Mexico. Subsequently, 
I chaired the Senate oversight hearing 
on this issue in Shiprock, N.M. for the 

Senate Labor and Human Resources 
Committee in 1993 and began to learn 
that while our efforts in 1990 were well 
intentioned they were not proving to 
be as effective as hoped. I additionally 
heard from many of my constituents 
that the program was not working as 
intended and that changes were nec-
essary. To that end, I worked to facili-
tate changes in the regulatory and ad-
ministrative areas. 

Unfortunately, I have continued to 
hear from many of my constituents 
that the program still does not work as 
intended. I have received compelling 
letters of need from constituents tell-
ing of the many barriers in the current 
statute that lead to denial of com-
pensation. Letters come from widows 
unable to access the current compensa-
tion. Miners tied to oxygen tanks, in 
respiratory distress or dying from can-
cer write to tell me how they have been 
denied compensation under the current 
act. Additionally, family members 
write of the pain of fathers who worked 
in uranium processing mills. They re-
count how their fathers came home 
covered in the ‘‘yellow cake’’ or ura-
nium oxide that was floating in the air 
of the mills. The story of their fathers’ 
cancers and painful breathing are vivid 
in these letters but the current act 
does not address their needs. 

Their points are backed by others as 
well. In fact, my legislation incor-
porates findings by the Committee on 
the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radi-
ation (BEIR) which has, since 1990, en-
larged scientific evidence about 
radiogenic cancers and the health ef-
fects of radiation exposure. In other 
words, because of their good work, we 
know more now than we did in 1990 and 
we need to make sure the compensa-
tion we provide keeps pace with our 
medical knowledge. The government 
has the responsibility to compensate 
all those adversely affected and who 
have suffered health problems because 
they were not adequately informed of 
the risks they faced while mining, 
milling, and transporting uranium ore. 

Mr. President, the legislation I am 
introducing today is a starting point 
for amending the current Act designed 
with specific elements to better serve 
the individuals who apply for com-
pensation under the Act. The legisla-
tion is designed to simplify RECA and 
broaden the scope of individuals who 
are eligible for compensation. 

Mr. President, I would like to cite 
several of the key provisions in the Ra-
diation Exposure Compensation Im-
provement Act of 1999. Currently RECA 
covers those exposed to radiation re-
leased in underground uranium mines 
that were providing uranium for the 
primary use and benefit of the nuclear 
weapons program of the U.S. govern-
ment. The legislation would make all 
uranium workers eligible for com-
pensation including above ground min-
ers, millers, and transport workers. I 
am very concerned about the need to 
expand compensation to the categories 
of workers not covered by the current 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:42 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S04FE9.REC S04FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1260 February 4, 1999 
law, specifically those in above ground, 
open pit mines, mill workers, and those 
employed to transport uranium ore. 
There is overwhelming evidence that 
these workers have developed cancer 
and other diseases as a result of their 
exposure to uranium. While attempts 
have been made to get the scientific 
data necessary to substantiate the link 
between their work situation and their 
health problems, barriers have been en-
countered and I am told that data will 
not be readily available. I believe that 
it is necessary to move forward in this 
area and not deny further compensa-
tion awaiting study results that in the 
end may not be deemed to be statis-
tically valid because of the difficulty 
in obtaining access to records and the 
millers themselves. 

RECA currently covers individuals 
termed ‘‘downwinders’’ who were in the 
areas of Nevada, Utah, and Arizona af-
fected by atmospheric nuclear testing 
in the 1950’s. This bill expands the geo-
graphical area eligible for compensa-
tion to include the Navajo Reservation 
because, based on a recent report of the 
National Cancer Institute, Navajo chil-
dren during the 1950’s received ex-
tremely high Iodine-131 thyroid doses 
during the period of heaviest fallout 
from the Nevada Test site. In addition, 
the bill expands the compensable dis-
eases for the downwind population by 
adding salivary gland, urinary bladder, 
brain, colon, and ovarian cancers. 

Currently, the law has disproportion-
ately high levels of radiation exposure 
requirements for miners to qualify for 
compensation as compared to the 
‘‘downwinders.’’ My legislation would 
set a standard of proof for uranium 
workers that is more realistic given 
the availability of mining and mill 
data. The bill also removes the provi-
sion that only permits a claim for res-
piratory disease if the uranium mining 
occurred on a reservation. Thus, the 
bill will allow for further filing of a 
claim by those miners, millers, and 
transport workers who did not have a 
work history on a reservation. In addi-
tion, the bill would change the current 
law so that requirements for written 
medical documentation is updated to 
allow for use of high resolution CAT 
scans and allow for written diagnoses 
by physicians in either the Department 
of Veterans Affairs or the Indian 
Health Service to be considered conclu-
sive. 

In 1990, we joined together in a bipar-
tisan, bicameral effort and assured pas-
sage of the Radiation Exposure Com-
pensation Act (RECA). Now we put for-
ward this comprehensive amendment 
to RECA to correct omission, make 
RECA consistent with current medical 
knowledge, and to address what have 
become administrative borrow stories 
for the claimants. I look forward to the 
debate in the Senate on this issue and 
hope that we can move to amend the 
current statute to ensure our original 
intent—fair and rapid compensation to 
those who served their country so well. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the text of the Radiation 

Improvement Compensation Act print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the Record, as 
follows: 

S. 367 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Radiation Exposure Compensation Im-
provement Act of 1999.’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The intent of the Radiation Exposure 
Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 note), en-
acted in 1990, was to apologize to victims of 
the weapons program of the Federal Govern-
ment, but uranium workers who have applied 
for compensation under the Act have faced a 
disturbing number of challenges. 

(2) The congressional oversight hearing 
conducted by the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources of the Senate has shown 
that since passage of the Radiation Exposure 
Compensation Act, former uranium workers 
and their families have not received prompt 
and efficient compensation. 

(3) There is no plausible justification for 
the Federal Government’s failure to warn 
and protect the lives and health of uranium 
workers. 

(4) Progress on implementing the Radi-
ation Exposure Compensation Act has been 
impeded by criteria for compensation that is 
far more stringent than for other groups for 
which compensation is provided. 

(5) The President’s Advisory Committee on 
Human Radiation Experiments rec-
ommended that amendments to the Radi-
ation Exposure Compensation should be 
made. 

(6) Uranium millers, aboveground miners, 
and individuals who transported uranium ore 
should be provided compensation that is 
similar to that provided for underground 
uranium miners in cases in which those indi-
viduals suffered disease or resultant death as 
a result of the failure of the Federal Govern-
ment to warn of health hazards. 
SEC. 2. TRUST FUND. 

Section 3(d) of the Radiation Exposure 
Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘of this Act’’ and in-
serting ‘‘of the Radiation Exposure Com-
pensation Improvement Act of 1999.’’. 
SEC. 3. AFFECTED AREA; CLAIMS RELATING TO 

SPECIFIED DISEASES. 

(a) AFFECTED AREA.—Section 4(b)(1) of the 
Radiation Exposure Compensation Act (42 
U.S.C. 2210 note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) those parts of Arizona, Utah, and New 

Mexico comprising the Navajo Nation Res-
ervation that were subjected to fallout from 
nuclear weapons testing conducted in Ne-
vada; and’’. 

(b) CLAIMS RELATING TO SPECIFIED DIS-
EASES.—Section 4(b)(2) of the Radiation Ex-
posure Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 
note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘the onset of the disease 
was between 2 and 30 years of first expo-
sure,’’ and inserting ‘‘the onset of the disease 
was at least 2 years after first exposure, lung 
cancer (other than in situ lung cancer that is 
discovered during or after a post-mortem 
exam),’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘(provided initial exposure 
occurred by the age of 20)’’ after ‘‘thyroid’’; 

(3) by inserting ‘‘male or’’ before ‘‘female 
breast’’; 

(4) by striking ‘‘(provided initial exposure 
occurred prior to age 40)’’ after ‘‘female 
breast’’; 

(5) by striking ‘‘(provided low alcohol con-
sumption and not a heavy smoker)’’ after 
‘‘esophagus’’; 

(6) by striking ‘‘(provided initial exposure 
occurred before age 30)’’ after ‘‘stomach’’; 

(7) by striking ‘‘(provided not a heavy 
smoker)’’ after ‘‘pharynx’’; 

(8) by striking ‘‘(provided not a heavy 
smoker and low coffee consumption)’’ after 
‘‘pancreas’’; 

(9) by inserting ‘‘salivary gland, urinary 
bladder, brain, colon, ovary,’’ after ‘‘gall 
bladder,’’; and 

(10) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: ‘‘, and chronic 
lymphocytic leukemia’’. 
SEC. 4. URANIUM MINING AND MILLING AND 

TRANSPORT. 
(a) AMENDMENT TO HEADING.—Section 5 of 

the Radiation Exposure Compensation Act 
(42 U.S.C. 2210 note) is amended by striking 
the section heading and inserting the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 5. CLAIMS RELATING TO URANIUM MINING 

OR MILLING OR TRANSPORT.’’. 
(b) MILLING.—Section 5(a) of the Radiation 

Exposure Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 
note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Any’’ and inserting ‘‘Any 
individual who was employed to transport or 
handle uranium ore or any’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or in any other State in 
which uranium was mined, milled, or trans-
ported’’ after ‘‘Utah’’. 

(c) MINES.—Section 5(a) of the Radiation 
Exposure Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 
note), as amended by subsection (a) of this 
section, is amended by striking ‘‘a uranium 
mine’’ and inserting ‘‘a uranium mine (in-
cluding a mine located aboveground or an 
open pit mine in which uranium miners 
worked, or a uranium mill)’’. 

(d) DATES.—Section 5(a) of the Radiation 
Exposure Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 
note), as amended by subsections (b) and (c) 
of this section, is amended by striking ‘‘Jan-
uary 1, 1947, and ending on December 31, 
1971’’ and inserting ‘‘January 1, 1942, and 
ending on December 31, 1990’’. 

(e) AMENDMENT OF PERIOD OF EXPOSURE; 
EXPANSION OF COVERAGE; INCREASE IN COM-
PENSATION AWARDS; AND REMOVAL OF SMOK-
ING DISTINCTION.—Section 5(a) of the Radi-
ation Exposure Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 
2210 note), as amended by subsections (b) 
through (d) of this section, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and all that 
follows through the end of the subsection 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(2) COMPENSATION.—Any individual shall 
receive $200,000 for a claim made under this 
Act if— 

‘‘(A) that individual— 
‘‘(i) was exposed to 40 or more working 

level months of radiation and submits writ-
ten medical documentation that the indi-
vidual, after exposure developed— 

‘‘(I) lung cancer, 
‘‘(II) a nonmalignant respiratory disease, 

or 
‘‘(III) any other medical condition associ-

ated with uranium mining or milling, or 
‘‘(ii) worked in uranium mining, milling, 

or transport for a period of at least 1 year 
and submits written medical documentation 
that the individual, after exposure, devel-
oped— 

‘‘(I) lung cancer, 
‘‘(II) a nonmalignant respiratory disease, 

or 
‘‘(III) any other medical condition associ-

ated with uranium mining, milling, or trans-
port, 

‘‘(B) the claim for that payment is filed 
with the Attorney General by or on behalf of 
that individual, and 
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‘‘(C) the Attorney General determines, in 

accordance with section 6, that the claim 
meets the requirements of this Act.’’. 

(2) by striking ‘‘(a) ELIGIBILITY OF INDIVID-
UALS.—Any’’ and inserting the following: 
‘‘(a) ELIGIBILITY.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any’’; and 
(3) in paragraph (1), as so designated, by 

striking the dash at the end and inserting a 
period. 

(f) CLAIMS RELATED TO HUMAN RADIATION 
EXPERIMENTATION AND DEATH RESULTING 
FROM CAUSE OTHER THAN RADIATION.—Sec-
tion 5 of the Radiation Exposure Compensa-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 note) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) CLAIMS RELATING TO HUMAN USE RE-
SEARCH AND DEATH RESULTING FROM NON-
RADIOLOGICAL CAUSES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) PAYMENT.—Any individual described 

in subparagraph (B) shall receive $50,000 if— 
‘‘(i) a claim for that payment is filed with 

the Attorney General by or on behalf of that 
individual; and 

‘‘(ii) the Attorney General determines, in 
accordance with section 6, that the claim 
meets the requirements of this Act. 

‘‘(B) DESCRIPTION OF INDIVIDUALS.—An indi-
vidual described in this subparagraph is an 
individual who— 

‘‘(i) was employed in a uranium mining, 
milling, or transport within any State re-
ferred to in subsection (a) at any time during 
the period referred to in that subsection, and 

‘‘(ii)(I) in the course of that employment, 
without the individual’s knowledge or in-
formed consent, was intentionally exposed to 
radiation for purposes of testing, research, 
study, or experimentation by the Federal 
Government (including any agency of the 
Federal Government) to determine the ef-
fects of that exposure on the human body; or 

‘‘(II) in the course of or arising out of the 
individual’s employment, suffered death, 
that, because the individual or the estate of 
the individual was barred from pursuing re-
covery under a worker’s compensation sys-
tem or civil action available to similarly sit-
uated employees of mines or mills that are 
not uranium mines or mills, is not other-
wise— 

‘‘(aa) compensable under subsection (a); or 
‘‘(bb) redressable. 
‘‘(2) PAYMENTS.—Payments under this sub-

section may be made only in accordance 
with section 6.’’. 

(g) OTHER INJURY OR DISABILITY.—Section 5 
of the Radiation Exposure Compensation Act 
(42 U.S.C. 2210 note), as amended by sub-
section (f) of this section, is amended by add-
ing after subsection (b) the following: 

‘‘(c) OTHER INJURY OR DISABILITY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) PAYMENT.—Any individual described 

in subparagraph (B) shall receive $20,000 if— 
‘‘(i) a claim for that payment is filed with 

the Attorney General by or on behalf of that 
individual; and 

‘‘(ii) the Attorney General determines, in 
accordance with section 6, that the claim 
meets the requirements of this Act. 

‘‘(B) DESCRIPTION OF INDIVIDUALS.—An indi-
vidual described in this subparagraph is an 
individual who— 

‘‘(i) was employed in a uranium mine or 
mill or transported uranium ore within any 
State referred to in subsection (a) at any 
time during the period referred to in that 
subsection; and 

‘‘(ii) submits written medical documenta-
tion that individual suffered injury or dis-
ability, arising out of or in the course of the 
individual’s employment that, because the 
individual or the estate of the individual was 

barred from pursuing recovery under a work-
er’s compensation system or civil action 
available to similarly situated employees of 
mines or mills that are not uranium mines 
or mills, is not otherwise— 

‘‘(I) compensable under subsection (a); or 
‘‘(II) redressable. 
‘‘(2) PAYMENTS.—Payments under this sub-

section may be made only in accordance 
with section 6.’’. 

(h) DEFINITIONS.—Subsection (d) of section 
5 of the Radiation Exposure Compensation 
Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 note), as redesignated by 
subsection (f) of this section, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘radiation exposure’’ and 

inserting ‘‘exposure to radon and radon prog-
eny’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘based on a 6-day work-
week,’’ after ‘‘every work day for a month,’’; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(2) the term ‘affected Indian tribe’ means 
any Indian tribe, band, nation, pueblo, or 
other organized group or community, that is 
recognized as eligible for special programs 
and services provided by the United States 
to Indian tribes because of their status as 
Native Americans, whose people engaged in 
uranium mining or milling or were employed 
where uranium mining or milling was con-
ducted;’’; 

(3) by striking paragraphs (3) and (4); and 
(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) the term ‘course of employment’ 

means— 
‘‘(A) any period of employment in a ura-

nium mine or uranium mill before or after 
December 31, 1971, or 

‘‘(B) the cumulative period of employment 
in both a uranium mine and uranium mill in 
any case in which an individual was em-
ployed in both a uranium mine and a ura-
nium mill; 

‘‘(4) the term ‘lung cancer’ means any 
physiological condition of the lung, trachea, 
and bronchus that is recognized under that 
name or nomenclature by the National Can-
cer Institute, including any in situ cancer; 

‘‘(5) the term ‘nonmalignant respiratory 
disease’ means fibrosis of the lung, pul-
monary fibrosis, corpulmonale related to 
pulmonary fibrosis, or moderate or severe 
silicosis or pneumoconiosis; 

‘‘(6) the term ‘other medical condition as-
sociated with uranium mining, milling, or 
uranium transport’ means any medical con-
dition associated with exposure to radiation, 
heavy metals, chemicals, or other toxic sub-
stances to which miners and millers are ex-
posed in the mining and milling of uranium; 

‘‘(7) the term ‘uranium mill’ includes mill-
ing operations involving the processing of 
uranium ore or vanadium-uranium ore, in-
cluding carbonate and acid leach plants; 

‘‘(8) the term ‘uranium transport’ means 
human physical contact involved in moving 
uranium ore from 1 site to another, includ-
ing mechanical conveyance, physical shov-
eling, or driving a vehicle; 

‘‘(9) the term ‘uranium mine’ means any 
underground excavation, including dog holes, 
open pit, strip, rim, surface, or other above-
ground mines, where uranium ore or vana-
dium-uranium ore was mined or otherwise 
extracted; 

‘‘(10) the term ‘working level’ means the 
concentration of the short half-life daugh-
ters (known as ‘progeny’) of radon that will 
release (1.3 x 105) million electron volts of 
alpha energy per liter of air; and 

‘‘(11) the term ‘written medical docu-
mentation’ for purposes of proving a non-
malignant respiratory disease means, in any 
case in which the claimant is living— 

‘‘(A) a chest x-ray administered in accord-
ance with standard techniques and the inter-
pretive reports thereof by 2 certified ‘B’ 

readers classifying the existence of the non-
malignant respiratory disease of category 1/ 
0 or higher according to a 1989 report of the 
International Labour Office (known as the 
‘ILO’), or subsequent revisions; 

‘‘(B) a high resolution computed tomog-
raphy scan (commonly known as an ‘HCRT 
scan’) and any interpretive report for that 
scan; 

‘‘(C) a pathology report of a tissue biopsy; 
‘‘(D) a pulmonary function test indicating 

restrictive lung function (as defined by the 
American Thoracic Society); or 

‘‘(E) an arterial blood gas study.’’. 
SEC. 5. DETERMINATION AND PAYMENT OF 

CLAIMS. 

(a) DETERMINATION AND PAYMENT OF 
CLAIMS, GENERALLY.—Section 6 of the Radi-
ation Exposure Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 
2210 note) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by adding at the end 

the following: ‘‘All reasonable doubt with re-
gard to whether a claim meets the require-
ments of this Act shall be resolved in favor 
of the claimant.’’; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (5); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) EVIDENCE.—In support of a claim for 
compensation under section 5, the Attorney 
General shall permit the introduction of, and 
a claimant may use and rely upon, affidavits 
and other documentary evidence, including 
medical evidence, to the same extent as per-
mitted by the Federal Rules of Evidence. 

‘‘(3) INTERPRETATION OF CHEST X-RAYS.—For 
purposes of this Act, a chest x-ray and the 
accompanying interpretive report required 
in support of a claim under section 5(a), 
shall— 

‘‘(A) be considered to be conclusive, and 
‘‘(B) be subject to a fair and random audit 

procedure established by the Attorney Gen-
eral. 

‘‘(4) CERTAIN WRITTEN DIAGNOSES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this 

Act, in any case in which a written diagnosis 
is made by a physician described in subpara-
graph (B) of a nonmalignant pulmonary dis-
ease or lung cancer of a claimant that is ac-
companied by written medical documenta-
tion that meets the definition of that term 
under subsection (b)(11), that written diag-
nosis shall be considered to be conclusive 
evidence of that disease. 

‘‘(B) DESCRIPTION OF PHYSICIANS.—A physi-
cian described in this subparagraph is a phy-
sician who— 

‘‘(i) is employed by— 
‘‘(I) the Indian Health Service of the De-

partment of Health and Human Services, or 
‘‘(II) the Department of Veterans Affairs, 

and 
‘‘(ii) is responsible for examining or treat-

ing the claimant involved.’’; 
(2) in subsection (c)(2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A)(ii), by striking ‘‘in 

a uranium mine’’ and inserting ‘‘in uranium 
mining, milling, or transport’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking ‘‘by 
the Federal Government’’ and inserting 
‘‘through the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs’’; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘(d) ACTION ON CLAIMS.— 

The Attorney General’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d) ACTION ON CLAIMS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General’’; 

and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) DETERMINATION OF PERIOD.—For pur-

poses of determining the tolling of the 12- 
month period under paragraph (1), a claim 
under this Act shall be considered to have 
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been filed as of the date of the receipt of that 
claim by the Attorney General. 

‘‘(3) ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW.—If the Attor-
ney General denies a claim referred to in 
paragraph (1), the claimant shall be per-
mitted a reasonable period of time in which 
to seek administrative review of the denial 
by the Attorney General. 

‘‘(4) FINAL DETERMINATION.—The Attorney 
General shall make a final determination 
with respect to any administrative review 
conducted under paragraph (3) not later than 
90 days after the receipt of the claimant’s re-
quest for that review. 

‘‘(5) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO RENDER A DE-
TERMINATION.—If the Attorney General fails 
to render a determination during the 12- 
month period under paragraph (1), the claim 
shall be deemed awarded as a matter of law 
and paid.’’; 

(4) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘in a ura-
nium mine’’ and inserting ‘‘uranium mining, 
milling, or transport’’; 

(5) in subsection (k), by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘With respect to any amend-
ment made to this Act after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Attorney General 
shall issue revised regulations, guidelines, 
and procedures to carry out that amendment 
not later than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of that amendment.’’; and 

(6) in subsection (l)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘(l) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—An 

individual’’ and inserting the following: 
‘‘(l) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An individual’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) ATTORNEY’S FEES.—If the court that 

conducts a review under paragraph (1) sets 
aside a denial of a claim under this Act as 
unlawful, the court shall award claimant 
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred 
with respect to the court’s review. 

‘‘(3) INTEREST.—If, after a claimant is de-
nied a claim under this Act, the claimant 
subsequently prevails upon remand of that 
claim, the claimant shall be awarded inter-
est on the claim at a rate equal to 8 percent, 
calculated from the date of the initial denial 
of the claim. 

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF ATTORNEY’S FEES, 
COSTS, AND INTEREST.—Any attorney’s fees, 
costs, and interest awarded under this sec-
tion shall— 

‘‘(A) be considered to be costs incurred by 
the Attorney General, and 

‘‘(B) not be paid from the Fund, or set off 
against, or otherwise deducted from, any 
payment to a claimant under this section.’’. 

(b) FURTHERANCE OF SPECIAL TRUST RE-
SPONSIBILITY TO AFFECTED INDIAN TRIBES; 
SELF-DETERMINATION PROGRAM ELECTION.— 
In furtherance of, and consistent with, the 
trust responsibility of the United States to 
Native American uranium workers recog-
nized by Congress in enacting the Radiation 
Exposure Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 
note), section 6 of that Act, as amended by 
subsection (a) of this section, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘In establishing any such pro-
cedure, the Attorney General shall take into 
consideration and incorporate, to the fullest 
extent feasible, Native American law, tradi-
tion, and custom with respect to the submis-
sion and processing of claims by Native 
Americans.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting after 
paragraph (3) the following: 

‘‘(4) PULMONARY FUNCTION STANDARDS.—In 
determining the pulmonary impairment of a 
claimant, the Attorney General shall evalu-
ate the degree of impairment based on eth-
nic-specific pulmonary function standards.’’; 

(3) in subsection (b)(5)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-

paragraph (B); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

‘‘(D) in consultation with any affected In-
dian tribe, establish guidelines for the deter-
mination of claims filed by Native American 
uranium miners, millers, and transport 
workers pursuant to section 5.’’; 

(4) in subsection (b), by adding after para-
graph (5) the following: 

‘‘(6) SELF-DETERMINATION PROGRAM ELEC-
TION.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 
on the request of any affected Indian tribe by 
tribal resolution, may enter into 1 or more 
self-determination contracts with a tribal 
organization of that Indian tribe pursuant to 
the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450 et seq.) 
to plan, conduct, and administer the disposi-
tion and award of claims under this Act to 
the extent that members of the affected In-
dian tribe are concerned. 

‘‘(B) APPROVAL.—(i) On the request of an 
affected Indian tribe to enter into a self-de-
termination contract referred to in subpara-
graph (A), the Attorney General shall ap-
prove or reject the request in a manner con-
sistent with section 102 of the Indian Self- 
Determination and Education Assistance Act 
(25 U.S.C. 450f). 

‘‘(ii) The Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450 et 
seq.) shall apply to the approval and subse-
quent implementation of a self-determina-
tion contract entered into under clause (i) or 
any rejection of such a contract, if that con-
tract is rejected. 

‘‘(C) USE OF FUNDS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, funds authorized for 
use by the Attorney General to carry out the 
functions of the Attorney General under sub-
section (i) may be used for the planning, 
training, implementation, and administra-
tion of any self-determination contract that 
the Attorney General enters into with an af-
fected Indian tribe under this section.’’; and 

(5) in subsection (c)(4), by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(D) APPLICATION OF NATIVE AMERICAN 
LAW.—In determining the eligibility of indi-
viduals to receive compensation under this 
Act by reason of marriage, relationship, or 
survivorship, the Attorney General shall 
take into consideration and give effect to es-
tablished law, tradition, and custom of af-
fected Indian tribes.’’. 
SEC. 6. CHOICE OF REMEDIES. 

Section 7(b) of the Radiation Exposure 
Compensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 note) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) CHOICE OF REMEDIES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (1), the payment of an award 
under any provision of this Act does not pre-
clude the payment of an award under any 
other provision of this Act. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—No individual may re-
ceive more than 1 award payment for any 
compensable cancer or other compensable 
disease.’’. 
SEC. 7. LIMITATION ON CLAIMS; RETROACTIVE 

APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS. 
Section 8 of the Radiation Exposure Com-

pensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 note) is amend-
ed to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 8. LIMITATION ON CLAIMS. 

‘‘(a) BAR.—After the date that is 20 years 
after the date of enactment of the Radiation 
Exposure Compensation Improvement Act no 
claim may be filed under this Act. 

‘‘(b) APPLICABILITY OF AMENDMENTS.—The 
amendments made to this Act by the Radi-
ation Exposure Compensation Improvement 
Act shall apply to any claim under this Act 
that is pending or commenced on or after Oc-

tober 5, 1990, without regard to whether pay-
ment for that claim could have been awarded 
before the date of enactment of the Radi-
ation Exposure Compensation Improvement 
Act as the result of previous filing and prior 
payment under this Act.’’. 
SEC. 8. REPORT. 

Section 12 of the Radiation Exposure Com-
pensation Act (42 U.S.C. 2210 note) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by striking the section heading and in-
serting the following: 
‘‘SEC. 12. REPORTS.’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) URANIUM MILL AND MINE REPORT.—Not 

later than January 1, 2001, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services in consultation 
with the Secretary of Energy shall prepare 
and submit to Congress a report that— 

‘‘(1) summarizes medical knowledge con-
cerning adverse health effects sustained by 
residents of communities who reside adja-
cent to— 

‘‘(A) uranium mills or mill tailings, 
‘‘(B) aboveground uranium mines, or 
‘‘(C) open pit uranium mines; and 
‘‘(2) summarizes available information con-

cerning the availability and accessibility of 
medical care that incorporates the best 
available standards of practice for individ-
uals with malignancies and other compen-
sable diseases relating to exposure to ura-
nium as a result of uranium mining and mill-
ing activities; 

‘‘(3) summarizes the reclamation efforts 
with respect to uranium mines, mills, and 
mill tailings in Colorado, New Mexico, Ari-
zona, Wyoming, and Utah; and 

‘‘(4) makes recommendations for further 
actions to ensure health and safety relating 
to the efforts referred to in paragraph (3).’’.∑ 

∑ Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, 9 
years ago Congress took the landmark 
step of extending benefits through the 
Radiation Exposure Compensation Act 
of 1990 (RECA) to thousands of Amer-
ican victims of the Cold War who were 
unknowingly and wrongly exposed to 
life-threatening levels of radiation and 
other harmful materials as part of our 
nation’s nuclear weapons program. 

This law was long overdue, and was 
an important step by Congress to ac-
knowledge the federal government’s re-
sponsibility for its failure to warn or 
take adequate steps to protect victims 
of radioactive fallout from weapons 
testing and underground uranium min-
ers who breathed harmful levels of 
radon as they worked to supply our nu-
clear weapons program. The law makes 
individuals who have developed cancer 
or other health problems as a result of 
their exposure to radiation eligible for 
up to $100,000 in compensation from the 
government. 

In the 9 years since the passage of 
that bill, we have had time to reflect 
upon its strengths and its short-
comings. During that time, it has be-
come overwhelmingly clear that we 
have not fully met our obligation to 
victims of our nuclear program. Most 
seriously, we have arbitrarily and un-
fairly limited compensation for under-
ground miners to those in only 5 states, 
despite the fact that underground min-
ers in other states such as South Da-
kota faced exactly the same risk to 
their health. This fact alone requires 
us to amend RECA so that we can right 
this wrong. 
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However, we have also excluded other 

groups of workers, and their surviving 
families, from compensation for seri-
ous health problems and, in some 
cases, deaths, that have resulted from 
their work to help defend our nation. 
Many of those who worked in uranium 
mills, for example, have developed seri-
ous respiratory problems as a result of 
exposure to uranium dusts and silica. 
Concerns have been raised about above- 
ground miners and uranium transpor-
tation workers as well. 

It is the obligation of the 106th Con-
gress to continue the work of the 101st. 
Not only is it incumbent upon us to ex-
tend the law to compensate under-
ground miners unfairly left out of the 
original legislation, we need to extend 
the law to cover new groups of workers 
who face similar risks to their health. 
It is for that reason that I am joining 
with Senator BINGAMAN today to spon-
sor the Radiation Exposure Compensa-
tion Improvement Act of 1999. This leg-
islation will expand RECA to cover un-
derground miners in all states, as well 
as surface miners, transportation 
workers and uranium mill workers who 
have had health problems as a result of 
their work with uranium. I hope my 
colleagues will join us to pass this leg-
islation quickly. 

I also feel an obligation to correct 
the historical record. During my re-
view of the scientific literature on the 
uranium industry and of testimony be-
fore Congress, I was concerned to see 
that South Dakota’s former uranium 
industry has gone virtually unnoticed 
by the rest of the nation despite the 
fact that South Dakotans who worked 
in the industry appear to be suffering 
exactly the same long-term health con-
sequences as residents of other states. 
For that reason, I would like to take a 
moment to outline the history of ura-
nium mining and processing in my 
state. 

Uranium was first discovered in 
South Dakota in the summer of 1951, 
along the fringe of the Black Hills 
where grasslands uplift into pine for-
est. As you know, 1951 was a difficult 
time in American history. The Cold 
War with the Soviet Union was deep-
ening, and the United States was rap-
idly expanding its arsenal of nuclear 
weapons. To supply this new weapons 
program, the United States adopted a 
program of government price supports 
to create a domestic uranium industry 
under the jurisdiction of the Atomic 
Energy Commission (AEC). 

Almost immediately, South Dakota 
became one of the AEC’s suppliers. 
After uranium was discovered in South 
Dakota, the AEC established an office 
in Hot Springs to conduct airborne ra-
diometric surveys, and small-scale 
prospecting began. South Dakota’s 
first uranium ore was shipped by rail 
to Colorado for processing, until an 
ore-buying station was established by 
the AEC in the town of Edgemont in 
December of 1952. A uranium mill was 
constructed in Edgemont shortly after-
wards. 

Uranium mining and milling contin-
ued for nearly two decades in my state. 
According to the South Dakota School 
of Mines and Technology, there were 
over 100 uranium mines in the vicinity 
of Edgemont, of which at least 22 were 
underground. In their 20 years of oper-
ation between 1953 and 1973, these 
mines produced nearly 1 million short 
tons of ore and just over 3 million 
pounds of processed uranium. 

Ore from South Dakota’s mines was 
processed at the mill in Edgemont. Ac-
cording to a document provided to me 
by the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
which later acquired the mill and the 
responsibility for its cleanup, ‘‘From 
1956 through 1972 (when the uranium 
circuit was shut down and the mill 
stopped producing uranium con-
centrates), approximately 2,500,000 tons 
of mill tailings were produced onsite. 
Of this total, approximately 2,050,000 
tons—82 percent—were produced under 
contract with the AEC for defense pur-
poses. In fact, all of the uranium con-
centrates produced through December 
31, 1966, and a portion of those produced 
until 1968 were sold to the AEC. The re-
maining 450,000 tons of mill tailings—18 
percent—were produced under con-
tracts for commercial sales.’’ 

Mr. President, much of this informa-
tion was difficult to come by, and to 
ensure that all those who need it in the 
future have full access to it. 

As these records make clear, for over 
20 years South Dakota played a signifi-
cant role in supplying uranium for our 
nation’s nuclear weapons program. Yet 
rarely will you find South Dakota men-
tioned in any of the debate over the 
long-term consequences of that pro-
gram. I am determined to change that 
fact, and to ensure that all South Da-
kotans, and other individuals across 
the country, who are suffering from 
poor health, or who are surviving rel-
atives of uranium workers who have 
died as a result of their work, are fairly 
compensated by the federal govern-
ment for their losses. 

As my colleagues know, in RECA 
Congress officially recognized that 
‘‘the lives and health of uranium min-
ers and of individuals who were exposed 
to radiation were subjected to in-
creased risk of injury and disease to 
serve the national security interests of 
the United States.’’ However, the law 
only makes this determination for fall-
out victims and for underground ura-
nium miners in 5 states. I believe it 
must be broadened to include under-
ground uranium miners in all states. 
This is a matter of simple fairness. I 
can find no reasonable explanation for 
the failure of the law to include South 
Dakota and other states that had un-
derground uranium mines whose work-
ers would have been exposed to unsafe 
levels of radon. In addition, the law 
should be broadened to include ura-
nium mill workers, surface miners and 
transportation workers to ensure that 
all those who may be suffering from 
health problems as a result of exposure 
to uranium dust or other harmful ma-

terials are compensated fairly. While 
there are strong grounds on which to 
expand the act to include all of these 
groups of workers, it is helpful to ex-
amine closely the evidence supporting 
the inclusion of one of these groups— 
mill workers—to better understand our 
reasons for seeking this change. 

The grounds for expanding the act to 
include mill workers are largely the 
same as those which led Congress to 
pass RECA 9 years ago. The United 
States government, which created the 
domestic uranium industry through 
price supports in order to supply its 
nuclear weapons program, failed to 
adequately warn mill workers of poten-
tial risks to their health, to take rea-
sonable measures to create a safe 
working environment, or to act on ini-
tial warnings and conduct long-term 
studies of mill workers to determine 
whether their health was being affected 
by their work. 

The federal government recognized 
the potential risks of uranium produc-
tion from the onset of our nuclear pro-
gram, and in 1949 the Public Health 
Service (PHS) initiated a study of both 
underground miners and millers to de-
termine whether they were suffering 
from any adverse health effects. 
Troublingly, a decision was also made 
by the federal government not to in-
form workers that their health could 
be at risk. As Senior District Judge 
Copple noted in his decision in Begay v. 
United States, ‘‘In order to proceed 
with the epidemiological study, it was 
necessary to obtain the consent and 
voluntary cooperation of all mine oper-
ators. To do this, it was decided by 
PHS under the Surgeon General that 
the individual miners would not be told 
of possible potential hazards from radi-
ation in the mines for fear that many 
miners would quit and others would be 
difficult to secure because of fear of 
cancer. This would seriously interrupt 
badly needed production of uranium.’’ 
While the court’s decision does not 
make clear whether that same decision 
applied to uranium millers, subsequent 
research has shown that over 80 per-
cent of former mill workers felt they 
were not informed about the hazards of 
radiation during their employment. 

The early results of this study, as de-
scribed in a May 1952 report entitled, 
‘‘An Interim Report of a Health Study 
of the Uranium Mines and Mills,’’ are 
disturbing. It notes that, ‘‘In 1950, 13.8 
percent of the white miners and 26.5 
percent of the white millers showed 
more than the usual pulmonary fibro-
sis, as compared to 7.5 percent in a con-
trol group. In the same year, 20 percent 
of the Indian millers and 13.2 percent of 
the Indian miners showed more than 
the usual pulmonary fibrosis, as 
against none in the controls. Such a 
finding would indicate a tendency on 
the part of these individuals to develop 
silicosis from their exposure.’’ Given 
these and other findings, the study 
notes the ‘‘need for repeating the med-
ical studies at frequent intervals.’’ 

It is inexplicable to me that these 
critical follow-up studies which were so 
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strongly recommended by the Public 
Health Service took place only for un-
derground uranium miners. No long- 
term, follow-up studies of uranium mil-
lers were conducted. This decision was 
made despite the fact that it was well 
established that uranium millers were 
being exposed to uranium dusts and 
silica, which increase the risk of non- 
malignant lung disease. 

One of the reasons the health prob-
lems of mill workers appear to have 
been so neglected is that most officials 
assumed that risks could be controlled 
by adopting standards to prevent work-
ers from breathing or swallowing dust 
produced by yellowcake or uranium 
ore. As the 1952 PHS study states, ‘‘In 
general, it may be said that there are 
no health hazards in the mills which 
cannot be controlled by accepted indus-
trial hygiene methods.’’ Noting poor 
dust control in the mills, the PHS 
study concluded, ‘‘Until adequate dust 
control has been established at this op-
eration, the workers should be required 
to wear approved dust respirators. 
Daily baths and frequent changes of 
clothing by the workers in this area 
are also indicated.’’ 

These recommendations appear to 
have been largely ignored. Recent stud-
ies of former uranium mill workers by 
Gary Madsen, Susan Dawson and Bryan 
Spykerman of the University of Utah 
paint a devastating picture of work-
place conditions in uranium mills prior 
to the enforcement of stringent safety 
standards in the 1970’s. Eighty percent 
of former mill workers interviewed by 
the researchers for one study said they 
were never informed about possible ef-
fects of radiation. Of workers who re-
ported working in dusty conditions, 35 
percent did not wear respirators, and 20 
percent wore them infrequently or said 
they were not always available. Sixty- 
eight percent reported moderate to 
heavy amounts of dust on their cloth-
ing at work, and virtually all workers 
reported bringing their dust-covered 
clothes home to be washed. One re-
spondent noted, ‘‘We washed the 
clothes once a week. It was messy. We 
were expecting our first child. I had to 
shake my clothes outside. There was 
yellow sand left at the bottom of the 
washer. All of the clothes were washed 
together. Nobody told us the uranium 
was dangerous—a problem. My wife 
would get yellowcake on her. I would 
remove my coveralls in the kitchen. 
Put them in with the rest of the [fam-
ily’s] laundry.’’ Others reported regu-
larly seeing workers outside the mills 
with yellowcake under their fingernails 
or in their ears. 

Mr. President, the dangerous condi-
tions revealed by these studies show an 
inexcusable failure on the part of the 
federal government to ensure safe 
working conditions in an industry it 
created and controlled. And despite 
failing to enforce these standards or to 
even inform workers of the risk to 
their health, the government nonethe-
less decided to end long-term studies 
monitoring the health of mill workers. 

As a result, only a few studies have 
been conducted of the health impacts 
that uranium milling has had on work-
ers. Dr. Larry Fine, Director of the Di-
vision of Surveillance, Hazard Evalua-
tions and Field Studies of the National 
Institute for Occupational Safety and 
Health, summarized the results of 
these studies in recent testimony be-
fore Congress: 

‘‘Health concerns for uranium millers 
center on their exposures to uranium 
dusts and silica. Exposure to silica and 
relatively insoluble uranium com-
pounds may increase the millers’ risk 
of non-malignant respiratory disease, 
while exposure to relatively soluble 
forms of uranium may increase their 
risk of kidney disease. The two mor-
tality studies of uranium millers have 
not had adequate population size or 
adequate time since exposure to detect 
even a moderate risk of lung cancer if 
present; neither study reported an ele-
vated risk of lung cancer. One of the 
two completed mortality studies of 
millers found an increased risk for can-
cer of the lymphatic and hematopoietic 
organs (excluding leukemia), and the 
other found an increased risk for non- 
malignant respiratory disease and acci-
dents. A non-significant excess in 
deaths from chronic kidney disease was 
also observed in the second study. 
There have been two medical studies of 
uranium millers, one of which found 
evidence for pulmonary fibrosis (pos-
sibly due to previous mining) and the 
other of which found evidence for kid-
ney damage.’’ 

I am deeply concerned by our failure 
to study uranium mill workers more 
thoroughly and by the indications 
given by the evidence we do have that 
these workers are suffering long-term 
health consequences as a result of their 
work on behalf of our country. Unfor-
tunately, it may now be too late to 
gather more conclusive evidence. These 
workers are growing older and some 
are now dying. Their numbers have 
grown so small that it may no longer 
be possible to conduct the type of con-
clusive study that should have been 
done years ago. We owe these mill 
workers the benefit of the doubt and 
should make them or their surviving 
families eligible for the same com-
pensation that underground miners re-
ceive. 

Indeed, I have heard from many 
South Dakotans who have waited long 
enough for compensation. They tell me 
of former miners and mill workers who 
have died of cancer or who suffer from 
respiratory disease they believe is di-
rectly related to their exposure to 
harmful materials in their workplace. 

One of the most tragic stories I have 
heard was written to me in a letter 
from Sharon Kane, a widow in Sturgis, 
South Dakota. After working for 11 
years in Edgemont’s uranium mill, her 
husband, Joe, developed severe res-
piratory problems and was forced to 
leave his work at the mill. Unfortu-
nately, his health problems continued. 
Joe died of bone cancer in 1987. 

It is difficult for me to understand 
why or how our country let this hap-
pen. However, it is now up to us to en-
sure that all those who have suffered as 
a result of our nation’s actions are fair-
ly compensated. We must expand RECA 
to include uranium mill workers and 
other groups of workers who are suf-
fering as a result of their exposure to 
uranium dust or other materials. We 
also must ensure the law is expanded 
to include underground uranium min-
ers in all states. By doing so we can 
make good on our debt to workers who 
have sacrificed their health—and some-
times their lives—during the height of 
the Cold War in order to protect their 
country. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
the effort to meet these goals. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a document entitled, ‘‘Brief 
History of Uranium Mining in South 
Dakota, 1951–1973,’’ produced by the 
Mine Safety and Health Administra-
tion and a letter from Sharon Kane be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
BRIEF HISTORY OF URANIUM MINING IN SOUTH 

DAKOTA, 1951–1973 

Carnotite deposits were discovered in 1951 
near Edgemont, South Dakota, in the 
Lakota member of the Dakota sandstone for-
mation. Under the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion Raw Materials Program, all phases of 
exploration, development, metallurgy, and 
research were extended on an accelerated 
basis in 1952. Airborne and ground explo-
ration disclosed several new uranium ore de-
posits east and west of the original Craven 
Canyon discovery in South Dakota. In addi-
tion, Northwest of Edgemont in the Powder 
River Basin of Wyoming, the Geological Sur-
vey located several small but high-grade de-
posits. Intensive exploration efforts were 
also conducted by private interests, includ-
ing Homestead Mining Company in the Black 
Hills and adjacent area in Wyoming. 

In 1953 administration contracts for de-
fense minerals exploration were awarded to 
Mining Research Corp., C. G. Ortmayer, and 
Oxide Metals Corp. in Fall River County. 
Contracts were also given to Vroua Company 
and C. E. Weir for exploring in Custer Coun-
ty, 

Homestake Mining Company began mining 
uranium ore near Carlile, Crook County, Wy-
oming in January 1953. This mining product 
was trucked to Edgemont, South Dakota, 
where the Atomic Energy Commission had a 
buying station. 

During 1955 the Office of Defense Mobiliza-
tion issued a Certificate of Necessity for an 
uranium-ore processing plant project to 
Mines Development Company, Inc. This 
plant was in Edgemont, South Dakota. Al-
though appreciable quantities of uranium 
were recognized in South Dakota lignites, 
only a small amount was mined. This was 
due to the lack of acceptable uranium-recov-
ery processes for uranium extraction from 
coal bearing materials. 

Uranium Research and Development Com-
pany was granted a contract in 1956 in Fall 
River County by the Defense Minerals Explo-
ration Administration. 

Mines Development, Inc. had their ura-
nium mill in operation by 1956. The initial 
capacity was rated as 300 tons of ore per day. 

Two groups, Anderson, Wesley, and Others 
in Harding County and McAlester Fuel Co. in 
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Fall River County were given contracts in-
volving uranium in 1957. South Dakota pro-
duced 69,632 tons of ore, valued at $804,946. 
The average grade percent in terms of U3O8 
was 0.17 which was the lowest of any ura-
nium producing state. The average grade 
percent increased to 0.20 in 1958. The rating 
of the Edgemont Plant was increased to 400 
tons of ore per day. 

Uranium-ore production in the United 
States reached a new high in 1959 with South 
Dakota being the ninth producing state and 
in 1960 became eighth state producer. The 
Atomic Energy Commission negotiated for 
new mills for the South Dakota lignite area 
but interested firms couldn’t reach an agree-
ment. 

In 1960, the Atomic Energy Commission re-
vised its regulations for the protection of 
employees in atomic energy industries and 
the general public against hazards arising 
from the possession or use of AEC-licensed 
radioactive materials. The revisions are em-
bodied in amendments to Title 10, Chapter 1, 
Part 20, of the Code of Federal Regulations 
entitled ‘‘Standards for Protection Against 
Radiation’’. The amendments became effec-
tive on January 1, 1961. 

The highest year for production of ura-
nium ore for the United States was in 1961 
but the total production dropped by 1962. 
Based on the amount of ore shipped, South 
Dakota became the seventh state producer. 
The state maintained this rating in 1963 but 
was the sixth state producer for 1964 and 
1965. 

Around 1967, mining of uraniferous lignite 
in Harding County, South Dakota, ceased as 
the operation was no longer profitable. Min-
ing of sandstone ores also declined, and 
Mines Development, Inc., a subsidiary of 
Susquehanna Corp., conducted extensive ex-
ploration in the Dakotas and Wyoming in an 
effort to find additional ore for their mill. 

The uranium mine and mill production for 
South Dakota in 1968 and 1969 placed the 
state as the seventh largest producing state. 
The year 1971 was the first full year that the 
U3O8 market was entirely private. The Atom-
ic Energy Commission (AEC) terminated its 
U3O8 purchasing program at year end 1970 
after acquiring U3O8 valued at nearly $3 bil-
lion since the program’s inception in 1948, in-
cluding a large stock pile. 

By 1973, the mining of uranium in South 
Dakota ceased to be profitable and produc-
tion stopped. 

SEPTEMBER 8, 1998. 
Senator TOM DASCHLE, 
Rapid City, SD. 

DEAR SIR: This letter is to urge you to vote 
in favor of the ‘‘Radiation Workers Justice 
Act of 1998’’, HR 3539. 

My story is very likely similar to many 
others recited in order to initiate this bill 
and R.E.C.A. of 1990, however, to me the 
issues are deeply personal and intimate. 

My late husband Kasper Jerome Kane 
(known to friends and family as Joe), was 
employed at the uranium milling operation 
at Edgemont, S.D. from 1959 to 1970. After 
several years in the mill, Joe began experi-
encing upper respiratory problems, espe-
cially while on duty at the mill. A detailed 
medical examination revealed pulmonary 
changes and enlargement of the heart due to 
the stress of the pulmonary condition. Our 
physician advised Joe to find a new line of 
work and to leave the mill as soon as pos-
sible, which he did. When Joe left his job, he 
cited his health as the reason. Administra-
tion of the mill at that time did not receive 
this information favorably (of course) and 
denied any accountability. 

Joe chose to work at the mill out of his 
sense of responsibility to provide for a wife 
and two children in the best manner he 

could. His tenacity for life alone allowed him 
to leave the mill and begin his own business. 
Joe was active in his community and well 
loved by his neighbors and friends. 

Even though his quality of life may have 
been compromised by his respiratory prob-
lems, Joe remained active in the lives of his 
teenage children and his community at 
large, until he was diagnosed with multiple 
myeloma (cancer of the bone marrow) in 
1987. There is no way to prepare a family for 
the heart wrenching events about to face my 
children, their father and me. 

Over the next three years, we lost our busi-
ness, our home, ranch, and finally my best 
friend, my husband. Economic loss can be 
measured and sometimes compensated. 

When Joe finally succumbed to cancer in 
1990 at age 53, after rituals of chemotherapy 
and radiation, his valiant battle was over. 

I have moved on with life, but there is not 
a day that I do not miss him and each time 
I hug a grandchild, I know what they have 
missed. Joe Kane was a fighter and a family 
man. Dependable and lived the values he 
preached. 

I hope the bill presented will offer solace 
to those affected by radiogenic conditions 
and hope to those yet to need it. 

Thank you for listening to my story. 
Sincerely, 

SHARON D. KANE, 
Sturgis, SD.∑ 

By Mr. CLELAND: 
S. 369. A bill to provide States with 

the authority to permit certain em-
ployers of domestic workers to make 
annual wage reports; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

TAX LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, 

today I am proud to introduce legisla-
tion to remove a tax reporting burden 
currently imposed on employers of do-
mestic workers. This bill authorizes 
states to permit certain employers of 
domestic workers to make annual wage 
reports. I am pleased to report that 
this provision is also included as Sec-
tion 405 of S. 331, the Work Incentives 
Improvement Act of 1999. 

In 1994, Congress approved important 
legislation reforming the imposition of 
Social Security and Medicare taxes on 
domestic employees (the so-called 
‘‘nanny tax’’). These new rules intro-
duced more rationality into the tax 
system, and reduced the reporting re-
quirements of domestic employers. Un-
fortunately, the legislation did not go 
as far as many had intended. To this 
end, I am asking you to co-sponsor my 
legislation which will help relieve 
households of certain filing require-
ments. 

The Social Security Domestic Em-
ployment Reform Act of 1994 (P.L. 103– 
387) aimed to ease reporting require-
ments. Under the Act, domestic em-
ployers no longer need to file quarterly 
returns regarding Social Security and 
Medicare taxes nor the annual federal 
unemployment tax (FUTA) return. 
Rather, all federal reporting is now 
consolidated on an annual Schedule H 
filed at the same time as the employ-
er’s personal income tax return. 

Nevertheless, the goal of the 1994 
Act—to substantially reduce reporting 
requirements for domestic employers— 
has not been fully accomplished for 

employers who endeavor to comply 
with all aspects of the law. Under fed-
eral law, a state labor commissioner 
still may not authorize annual rather 
than quarterly filing of state employ-
ment taxes. The Deficit Reduction Act 
of 1984 compels employers to report 
wages quarterly to the state. This Act 
requires quarterly reporting in order to 
make information more accessible to 
state agencies that investigate unem-
ployment claims. However, the burden 
of this provision far outweighs its ben-
efit. The number of household em-
ployer tax filings is relatively minus-
cule. Representatives from the Georgia 
Department of Labor and their coun-
terparts in several other states are 
confident that the investigation of un-
employment claims will not be hin-
dered by annual rather than quarterly 
reporting requirements. 

Under FUTA, employers make quar-
terly reports and payments to state un-
employment agencies, then pay an ad-
ditional sum of federal tax (now once a 
year, as part of Schedule H). While the 
liability of employers for domestic em-
ployees was changed for Social Secu-
rity and Medicare purposes, to exclude 
workers under the age of 18 and work-
ers earning less than $1,000 per year, 
the employers’ responsibility under 
FUTA was not changed. More impor-
tantly, the 1994 Act did not eliminate 
the requirement that employers must 
report employee wages quarterly to the 
states. 

Congress was not unmindful of the 
relationship of FUTA to Social Secu-
rity taxes at the time it passed the 1994 
Act. Besides eliminating the FUTA re-
turn for domestic employers, the Act 
also contained language, which author-
izes the Secretary of the Treasury to 
enter agreements with the states to 
permit the federal government to col-
lect unemployment taxes on behalf of 
the states, along with all other domes-
tic employee taxes, once a year. That 
statute, if used, would eliminate the 
need for domestic employers to report 
to state unemployment agencies. To 
date, no state has entered such an 
agreement. This is because the Social 
Security Act did not alter the quar-
terly reporting requirement. 

In short, the federal requirement of 
quarterly state employment tax re-
ports for purely domestic employers 
should be eliminated. To ease the re-
porting burden on domestic employers, 
my legislation proposes that states be 
allowed to provide for annual filing of 
household employment taxes. Please 
join me in the effort to finish the job of 
rationalizing the taxpayer obligations 
for domestic employment taxes. I ask 
unanimous consent that a copy of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 369 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION FOR STATE TO PER-

MIT ANNUAL WAGE REPORTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1137(a)(3) of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320b–7(a)(3)) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
the following: ‘‘, and except that in the case 
of wage reports with respect to domestic 
service employment, a State may permit em-
ployers (as so defined) that make returns 
with respect to such service on a calendar 
year basis pursuant to section 3510 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to make such re-
ports on an annual basis’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to wage 
reports required to be submitted on and after 
the date of enactment of this Act.∑ 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. COVERDELL, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
FRIST, Mr. MACK, and Mr. 
HAGEL): 

S. 371. A bill to provide assistance to 
the countries in Central America and 
the Caribbean affected by Hurricane 
Mitch and Hurricane Georges, to pro-
vide additional trade benefits to cer-
tain beneficiary countries in the Carib-
bean, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

THE CENTRAL AMERICAN AND CARIBBEAN 
RELIEF ACT OF 1999 

∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Central Amer-
ican and Caribbean Relief Act of 1999. I 
am joined in this by my colleagues 
Senators DEWINE, COVERDELL, DOMEN-
ICI, LANDRIEU, DODD, HATCH, FRIST, 
MACK, and HAGEL. This bill is a com-
prehensive disaster relief package that 
will help our Caribbean and Central 
American neighbors recover from the 
devastation caused by Hurricane 
Georges and Hurricane Mitch. 

This past fall, two hurricanes rav-
aged our neighbors in Central America 
and the Caribbean, causing death and 
destruction that has not been seen in 
this hemisphere in over 200 years. 
First, Hurricane Georges hit the Puer-
to Rico, the Dominican Republic, 
Haiti, the Florida Keys, and the Gulf 
Coast of the United States in Sep-
tember of 1998, with a ferocity that re-
sulted in 250 deaths and more than $1 
billion in damage. Only a month later, 
Hurricane Mitch attacked Central 
America, killing more than 10,000 peo-
ple and leaving 3 million homeless. 
Hurricane Mitch unleashed a series of 
destructive forces—floods, mudslides, 
disease—that have affected the lives of 
3.2 million residents in five nations. In 
Honduras alone, over 30 percent of the 
population was displaced by Mitch. To 
put this in perspective, had the U.S. 
suffered comparable levels of damage, 
80 million of our citizens would have 
been displaced. The scale of this dis-
aster is truly astounding. 

I had the opportunity to see this de-
struction for myself when I visited the 
region in January. I witnessed whole 
villages that were completely washed 
away, families crammed into open-air 
shelters, and children playing among 
the concrete remanents of bridges and 
buildings. I saw field after field de-

stroyed by the heavy rains. The losses 
in the agricultural sector were stag-
gering. In Honduras alone, an esti-
mated 70% of the crops were destroyed, 
including 90% of the country’s banana 
and grain crops. Because agriculture 
employs approximately half of the re-
gional workforce, these losses have re-
sulted in tremendous economic disrup-
tion. 

The Central American and Caribbean 
Relief Act is a comprehensive plan that 
will help these struggling nations get 
back on their feet and rebuild their 
economies. First, the bill will expand 
the current trade benefits provided 
under the Caribbean Basin Initiative. 
During my recent visit to the region 
their was unanimous agreement, from 
the Presidents of the countries to 
members of the private sector, the CBI 
enhancement is the number one pri-
ority of their economic recovery plan. 
History shows that expanding trade 
with the Caribbean Basin helps our 
own economy, expanding U.S. exports 
to the region at the same time that we 
build important trading relations with 
our closest neighbors. Any disaster re-
lief package that does not include CBI 
enhancement falls far short of the 
mark. 

The second part of this package will 
continue and expand current humani-
tarian and disaster assistance activi-
ties in the region. This will help to re-
habilitate agricultural production, re-
build bridges and roads, provide much 
needed housing, clear landmines, re-
store safe water and health care, and 
help prevent similar disasters in the fu-
ture. This is a continuation of the he-
roic efforts that the U.S. Government 
has already undertaken in response to 
these hurricanes. U.S. forces have been 
there since the day the disaster struck, 
rescuing hundreds from certain death, 
moving 30 million pounds of relief sup-
plies, and helping rebuild the regions 
critical infrastructure. 

By working to improve economic de-
velopment of the region, we will help 
prevent needless environmental dam-
age, strengthen the development of de-
mocracy in the region, and protect 
against the proliferation of narcotics 
trafficking. An investment in the long- 
term recovery of the region, which is 
so important to the United States both 
economically and politically, will 
produce benefits for the entire Western 
Hemisphere. 

The bill includes the following initia-
tives: 

$600 million to expand funding for hu-
manitarian efforts to meet needs for 
health, water/sanitation, road recon-
struction, agricultural restoration, ag-
ricultural microcredit, food, shelter, 
disaster mitigation and other emer-
gency relief; 

Enhancement of the Caribbean Basin 
Initiative (CBI) to give the nation of 
Central America and the Caribbean the 
opportunity to quickly expand their 
economies and expand the manufac-
turing sector while they rebuild their 
agricultural base; 

$16 million for bilateral debt forgive-
ness for Honduras; 

A micro-credit initiative targeted at 
reviving agricultural production in the 
region; 

$150 million to replenish Defense De-
partment funds depleted in the imme-
diate aftermath of the disaster, includ-
ing the humanitarian relief fund that 
supports landmine detection and re-
moval; 

$70 million to expand New Horizons, a 
Department of defense program in the 
region that builds housing and roads, 
provides medical care, health services, 
and clean water to affected areas; 

Authorization of an OPIC direct eq-
uity pilot program to assist U.S. busi-
nesses in the region, develop low in-
come housing, and rebuild damaged in-
frastructure; and 

$25 million for the Central American 
Emergency Trust Fund to be applied 
against multilateral debt and provide 
external financing needs. 

As we move forward to address the 
devastation of this event, the choice 
facing the United States is clear: we 
can continue to provide emergency as-
sistance to the region for the foresee-
able future and prepare for waves of 
refugees, or we can act to implement a 
comprehensive disaster recovery pro-
gram that will rebuild the economies of 
the affected nations, allowing them to 
provide for themselves. The choice is 
simple, because helping these nations 
recovery is in our own interest. Failure 
to act will hurt ourselves and our 
neighbors. The Central American and 
Caribbean Relief Act is an important 
opportunity for the United States to 
lend a hand to neighbors in need and 
help them get back on their feet.∑ 

∑ Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, today, 
the Senator from Florida, Mr. GRAHAM 
and I are introducing The Central 
American and Caribbean Relief Act of 
1999. We are joined in this effort by the 
following original co-sponsors: Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. DOMENICI, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Mr. DODD, Mr. HATCH, Mr. MACK, 
Mr. FRIST, and Mr. HAGEL. This impor-
tant legislation is both timely and 
vital. I urge my colleagues to join us as 
co-sponsors and to work with us to pass 
it as soon as possible. 

Last year, several of our neighboring 
countries suffered serious catastrophic 
natural disasters. First, Hurricane 
Georges struck Puerto Rico, the Do-
minican Republic and Haiti resulting 
in hundreds dead and billions of dollars 
in damage. These countries were just 
starting to recover when Hurricane 
Mitch rolled through various countries 
in Central America. 

Hurricane Mitch left unspeakable 
devastation with over 9,000 dead, an-
other 9,000 still missing, and millions 
homeless. The physical devastation 
will take decades to repair in Honduras 
and Nicaragua. And these countries are 
not alone: Guatemala, El Salvador, and 
Belize have suffered as well. 

Mr. President, many senior officials 
in our government have visited these 
devastated regions—and I applaud their 
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interest and exhaustive efforts. I have 
visited this region numerous times 
within the past year and I plan to go 
back. 

I applaud the extraordinary displays 
of teamwork, compassion, and gen-
erosity exhibited by the citizens of 
Ohio, as well as all Americans, in their 
effort to help the victims of Hurricane 
Mitch. Their unselfish donations to or-
ganizations such as the Northeast Ohio 
Salvation Army and the Ohio Hurri-
cane Relief for Central America as well 
as the many other national and local 
relief agencies serve as an inspirational 
reminder of the global human commu-
nity spirit we Americans so often dis-
play. And we certainly do not want to 
forget the quick response provided by 
our men in uniform, including Ohio’s 
own 445th Air Reserve Wing, in saving 
lives and tackling the daunting task of 
helping to rebuild that region’s infra-
structure. 

My concern, however, is that once 
Hurricane Mitch fades out of the head-
lines, there’s a risk that this vitally 
important region itself will also dis-
appear off America’s sometimes lim-
ited radar screen of foreign policy at-
tention. The time has come not to ad-
dress the devastation that has passed, 
but to begin the development that is 
important to our hemisphere’s future. 

That is why the Central America and 
Caribbean Relief Act is so important. 
This act would provide (1) trade oppor-
tunities to help the region restore 
itself economically; (2) emergency as-
sistance—feeding programs, and impor-
tant and necessary infrastructure im-
provements; and (3) limited bilateral 
and multilateral debt reduction. 

Mr. President, let me take a moment 
to comment on the highlights of this 
bill. First, this bill would provide sev-
eral trade and investment initiatives. 
It will afford current beneficiaries of 
the Caribbean Basin Initiative similar 
treatment already afforded Mexican 
products under the North American 
Free Trade Agreement. It is important 
that these countries become more fully 
integrated into the international trad-
ing system, which also would benefit 
the U.S. through expanded export op-
portunities. The bill also would author-
ize additional funding for the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation to en-
hance the ability of private enterprise 
to make its full contribution to the re-
gion’s rebuilding and development 
process. 

Second, this bill would provide bilat-
eral assistance. I fully support the re-
plenishment of funds exhausted by the 
Department of Defense in their human-
itarian relief efforts. It is very impor-
tant that our military’s efforts in this 
area continue and that they maintain 
sufficient resources to effectively de-
ploy against future natural disasters. 
We also included language based on the 
innovative ‘‘Africa Seeds of Hope’’ law, 
which I wrote and Congress passed last 
year. This language would authorize a 
micro-credit initiative targeted at re-
viving agricultural production in the 

region. This means that financial tools 
and resources would go directly to 
farmers and small businesses and by-
pass Government middlemen. 

Finally, this bill would provide much 
needed debt relief. This debt relief 
clearly makes sense especially when 
keeping in mind that in many cases, 
the infrastructure these countries are 
paying for is precisely what has been 
destroyed by Hurricane Mitch—they 
are paying for what no longer exists. 

Mr. President, let me explain why 
America should take the lead on this 
relief. Before the hurricanes, the peo-
ple of Central America were emerging 
from a decade of civil war. Democracy 
has finally taken hold, but is not yet 
irreversible. The United States in-
vested billions in the 1980s to expel 
communism from Central America. We 
succeeded. That investment—that part-
nership for democracy in Central 
America now hangs in the balance. 

In the 1980s, it was fundamentally 
important to the entire hemisphere 
that Central America be a seedbed of 
reliable trading partners—not revolu-
tionaries or brutal autocrats. The 
President’s National Bipartisan Com-
mission on Central America, chaired by 
Henry Kissinger, released a detailed re-
port in 1984 that expressed our basic 
challenge. We needed then, and still 
need today, a comprehensive Central 
America policy—one that responds not 
to fleeting crises but to the basic needs 
of the region and the United States. 

These needs do not change. They are 
the same three principles that formed 
the core of the philosophy of the Kis-
singer report: ‘‘Democratic self-deter-
mination * * * encouragement of eco-
nomic and social development that 
fairly benefits all * * * (and) coopera-
tion in meeting threats to the security 
of the region.’’ This report recognized 
how free markets and free societies 
work to strengthen each other. 

U.S. policy has made excellent 
progress on all of these counts, but 
Hurricane Mitch provides a pointed re-
minder of how fragile—and reversible— 
the progress can be. History offers us a 
sober reminder that from misery, de-
spair, and joblessness springs oppres-
sion. We must not forget that the seeds 
of the 1979 Sandinista Revolution in 
Nicaragua sprouted from the wreckage 
of the 1972 Managua earthquake. In-
deed, it is only now that the old city 
center is being rebuilt where mangled, 
vacant buildings still stand as witness 
to Somoza’s failed dictatorship. 

Mr. President, today Nicaragua faces 
a new natural disaster—greater than 
that of 1972. The infrastructure in the 
northern provinces, the locus of revolu-
tions throughout this century, is 
washed away. In Honduras, the govern-
ment is confronted with thousands of 
miles of roads where not one bridge is 
left undamaged or undestroyed. At the 
devastated banana plantations of Hon-
duras, 12,000 jobs hang in the balance. 
The tax base is non-existent because 
the businesses that provided the jobs 
are destroyed. The task facing these 

governments is enormous, and the re-
sources to address these problems are 
meager. 

People who cannot feed their families 
will turn to any source for assistance. 
Unless we partner with the people of 
Central America in the name of 
progress, the alternatives are clear. 
The pressure to emigrate to the United 
States could increase. Colombia’s drug 
traffickers could oblige by putting dol-
lars into their hands. And anti-demo-
cratic elements could use the devasta-
tion to serve their self-interests. 

A peasant who has seen his home 
blown away and his employment gone 
will look for work wherever it is avail-
able. We saw a massive upsurge in mi-
gration during the tumultuous 1980’s. 
The same is beginning to happen now. 
The number of Central Americans de-
tained and expelled at Mexico’s south-
ern border has doubled recently. Mexi-
can officials worry that this increase 
could be the beginning of a prolonged, 
large scale migration of Central Ameri-
cans through Mexico to the United 
States. 

Furthermore, a farmer who has seen 
his crop destroyed, and the only road 
to his markets washed away, will be 
liable to support revolutionary dema-
gogues who vow convincingly that they 
can repair it. If the current elected 
governments are unable to repair the 
roads and give temporary assistance, 
that same farmer could become part of 
the next popular insurgency. 

Central America is full of former rev-
olutionaries who are capable of exploit-
ing Mitch’s misery to rebuild new 
insurgencies that will tax the resources 
of the current governments. Promises 
easily made by fast-talking dema-
gogues can lead to future problems of 
the kind that we addressed and re-
solved in the 1980s. 

Mr. President, the challenge we face 
in Central America remains the same 
as that posed by the Kissinger report: 
Do we want Central America to be our 
partner in building up a prosperous 
hemisphere—or a hotbed of revolu-
tionary unrest? The choice is not en-
tirely our own, but we can—and 
should—have a huge influence on be-
half of freedom, prosperity, and sta-
bility. We must send an unmistakable 
signal to our Southern neighbors that 
our regional commitment is not ten-
tative or fleeting. The U.S. has to seize 
the initiative over the long-term future 
of Central America—because if we 
don’t, events will. 

Mr. President, the Central American 
and Caribbean Relief Act is in our eco-
nomic and national security interests. 
We must act and we must act now.∑ 

∑ Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, just 
weeks after the calamity hit Central 
America last year, Senate Majority 
Leader LOTT asked me to lead to bipar-
tisan fact-finding mission to the re-
gion. The objective of our trip was to 
assess Mitch’s impact on the region’s 
economy, priorities for U.S. aid, and 
the potential ramifications of this dis-
aster on future trade with the region. 
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Senator FRIST joined me on this trip. 

His knowledge of health care and me-
dicinal needs was a valuable addition 
to the trip. We were fortunate also to 
be joined by three individuals form the 
Administration: Secretary Andrew 
Cuomo, the Honorable Harriet Babbitt, 
Deputy Administrator at USAID, and 
the Honorable Josh Gotbaum, Office of 
Management and Budget. 

I believe this tour was invaluable to 
all who participated. First, because of 
what we learned about the region and 
the devastation caused by Mitch. Sec-
ond, because it expressed the spirit of 
bipartisanship that I hope will carry 
through in our efforts to help Central 
Americans rebuild and flourish as 
democratic neighbors. 

As unlikely as it might sound, the 
ravages of Hurricane Mitch in Central 
America may have a silver lining. But 
the United States and other countries 
must act quickly and decisively. This 
is the message we heard form Central 
Americans themselves, as well as relief 
workers and American government of-
ficials, when we visited that storm- 
torn region in December. That’s also 
the message I would like to convey to 
my Senate colleagues. 

This relative optimism is remark-
able. More than 10,000 lives were lost to 
the storm; 40 percent of the GDP in 
Nicaragua and Honduras was swept 
away; 3 million persons in the region 
now live in temporary shelters or with-
out shelter at all. And, that’s in a re-
gion with fewer people than the state 
of California! 

Yet, even those 1,000 persons we saw 
crowded into a single small school, 
those 104 jammed in a cemetery chapel, 
agreed that a golden moment now ex-
ists to move forward in this histori-
cally troubled region. 

The response from the United States 
already has been both effective and 
generous, with the first 30 days of the 
relief efforts exceeding the Berlin air-
lift. Our 6,000 military personnel have 
performed heroically, in a relatively 
unheralded but extraordinary oper-
ation. The military and other agencies 
delivered two thirds of the world’s do-
nations already in-region and have 
helped avoid the disease and starvation 
that usually takes root within a few 
weeks following such a calamity. 

The response from Central American 
governments has been heartening, too. 
Don’t forget that the United States has 
worked for more than a quarter of a 
century to help develop democratic 
movements in this region. If we fail to 
move quickly now, elements that op-
pose democracy could gain a foothold, 
rendering the sacrifices of money and 
arms of the past 25 years useless. Thus, 
we were gratified to hear all important 
government agencies and relief groups 
emphasize over and over again, ‘‘We 
want your help, not forever, but so we 
can begin to help ourselves and con-
tinue building stable and democratic 
societies.’’ 

As the initial relief phase of the ef-
fort comes to a close, and a period of 

reconstruction and rebuilding begins, 
the United States faces some tougher 
decisions about the nature of our as-
sistance. These decisions are not sim-
ply whether we help our friends rebuild 
the bridges, houses, roads and towns 
they lost. We must also decide how we 
assist them in rebuilding the young 
and fragile institutions which are the 
products of the region’s remarkable 
shift to democracy and functioning, 
growing economies. 

Our policy must first offer debt relief 
under which these governments strug-
gle. Nicaragua’s government spends 
$220 million a year to pay its creditors 
and Honduras pays $341. Freeing up 
those resources, even temporarily, is 
more valuable to them than a simple 
infusion of cash. 

Second, we must expeditiously pur-
sue a reasonable option to allow these 
countries to strength mutually bene-
ficial trade relationships. Relief and re-
construction are meaningless without 
an expectation of sustaining their ben-
efits through the growth such trade 
will undoubtedly foster. 

Third, we must push the European 
Union to uphold their promise to aid 
these countries by ending their dis-
crimination against Central American 
bananas and other agricultural exports 
in favor to those from their former 
colonies. 

Fourth, Central American govern-
ments must continue creating incen-
tives for new investment and broader 
credit availability to the people 
through their own domestic legislation 
and regulation. The began on such a 
path before Mitch, and we must push 
and assist them in redoubling those ef-
forts. 

Finally, the need to rebuild the dev-
astated infrastructure of the region 
cannot be underemphasized. Over 70 
percent of the roads in Honduras were 
washed away. Crops cannot be har-
vested without roads to carry the 
produce. Poor water sanitation has 
brought about a public health night-
mare. In addition to the direct assist-
ance, we can offer the technology, fi-
nancing and expertise at a level which 
these countries simply do not have at 
their disposal. 

In pursuit of these goals, we com-
mend the Administration for acting 
quickly and for using their authority 
to reprogram already enacted funds for 
the relief efforts. However, we must re-
member that the work is not done 
when the news cameras move to the 
next story, and a sustained, bipartisan 
effort with Congress will be required. 
This bill builds on the bipartisan nec-
essary to formulate effective assist-
ance to our neighbors in Central Amer-
ica and the Caribbean. 

Carinal Obando y Bravo of Nicaragua 
best summed up for us the hope of the 
Central American people. Over 30 years 
they lived through natural disasters, 
wars, totalitarian governments, and 
now Mitch. Like before, he said the 
people will ‘‘rise like a phoenix form 
the ashes.’’ If we are committed and re-

sourceful in that shared goal, we can 
help guarantee that the mythical 
image is not simply a myth.∑ 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S. 372. A bill to make available funds 

under the Freedom Support Act to ex-
pand existing educational and profes-
sional exchanges with the Russian Fed-
eration to promote and strengthen 
democratic government and civil soci-
ety in that country, and to make avail-
able funds under that Act to conduct a 
study of the feasibility of creating a 
new foundation toward that end; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 
RUSSIAN DEMOCRATIZATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 

1999 
∑ Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today I 

introduce legislation designed to assist 
the transition to democracy, a free- 
market economy, and civil society in 
the Russian Federation. 

Mr. President, the Russian Federa-
tion, which is currently undergoing se-
vere political and economic crises, con-
tinues to possess thousands of nuclear 
warheads and the means to deliver 
them. If for no other reason, therefore, 
maintaining stability in Russia re-
mains a vital national security concern 
of the United States. 

I have stated in detail on earlier oc-
casions my belief that for the foresee-
able future the time has passed for 
massive infusions of economic assist-
ance to Russia. Since the collapse of 
Soviet communism, the capitalist 
world has injected into Russia more 
than one hundred billion dollars in 
grants, loans, and credits. Ultimately, 
however, the Russians themselves must 
take responsibility for putting their 
own economic house in order. 

With few exceptions, future Amer-
ican economic assistance to Russia 
should be predicated upon a systematic 
reform of its economic, tax, and crimi-
nal justice systems, and in greatly re-
ducing the corruption that plagues 
nearly every facet of Russian life. 

The one exception I mentioned last 
summer was emergency food assistance 
to forestall starvation during the bru-
tal Russian winter. I am happy that 
the Administration under the lead of 
Secretary of Agriculture Glickman has 
embarked upon just such a rescue pro-
gram. 

But, Mr. President, in the absence of 
basic, large-scale economic aid, we 
must search for other means to assist 
Russia in its painful transition to de-
mocracy and free-enterprise cap-
italism. 

We are often mesmerized by current 
problems. So it is important to remem-
ber that since the collapse of the So-
viet Union at the end of 1991, the Rus-
sian Federation has, in fact, made sig-
nificant progress in democratizing its 
government and society. 

Building upon that progress, the con-
tinued development of democratic in-
stitutions and practice can, Mr. Presi-
dent, help to foster the stability in the 
Russian Federation that is squarely in 
America’s national interest. 
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Educational and professional ex-

changes with the Russian Federation 
have proven to be an effective, and re-
markably low-cost, mechanism for en-
hancing democratization in that coun-
try. Moreover, these exchanges hold 
the promise of long-term, lasting pay- 
offs as the exchange participants move 
into positions of responsibility in pub-
lic and private life. 

With that in mind, Mr. President, I 
am introducing the Russian Democra-
tization Assistance Act of 1999. 

Recognizing that maintaining sta-
bility in the Russian Federation is a 
vital national security concern of the 
United States, this legislation author-
izes the expansion of selected, already 
existing educational and professional 
exchanges with that country and au-
thorizes a study of the feasibility of a 
Russia-based, internationally funded 
Foundation for Democracy. 

Specifically, the legislation increases 
authorization for each of fiscal year 
2000 and fiscal year 2001 for several pro-
grams with the Russian Federation 
that have a proven track-record of ex-
cellence. My colleagues will note the 
unusually low amounts of funding in-
volved in each of these programs. 

The annual authorization for the 
Russian portion of the Future Leaders 
Exchange Program, popularly known 
as the Bradley Scholarships after 
former Senator Bradley of New Jersey 
who sponsored the original legislation 
creating the program under the Free-
dom Support Act, will be increased to 
four million dollars from its current 
level of just over two million dollars. I 
am proud to have co-sponsored this 
program at its inception. 

Under the Future Leaders Exchange 
Program, high school students from 
the former Soviet Union are selected in 
national, merit-based, open competi-
tions to live for one academic year in 
the United States with a host family 
and to study at an American high 
school. 

The United States Information Agen-
cy, now to be merged with the Depart-
ment of State, works with two non- 
profit organizations—the American 
Council of Teachers of Russian and 
Youth for Understanding—on the re-
cruitment, selection, orientation, and 
travel of the foreign students, and with 
twelve youth exchange organizations 
around our country in their placement 
and monitoring. Alumni are encour-
aged to join organizations when they 
return home and to participate in fol-
low-on activities coordinated by these 
two American organizations. 

Mr. President, the Future Leaders 
Exchange is universally recognized as a 
huge success. And what an investment. 

Annual authorized funding for the 
Russian portion of the Freedom Sup-
port Act Undergraduate Program 
would be increased to three million 
dollars from its current one-and-a- 
third million. In this program, foreign 
undergraduates are selected for one 
year of non-degree study in American 
universities, colleges, or community 

colleges in a variety of fields, including 
agriculture, business administration, 
communications and journalism, com-
puter science, criminal justice studies, 
economics, education, environmental 
management, government, library and 
information sciences, public policy, 
and sociology. 

The American Council of Teachers of 
Russian, and Youth for Understanding 
administer this program for the United 
States Government. 

Another outstanding, highly rel-
evant, program within the Freedom 
Support Act whose scope this legisla-
tion would increase is the Community 
Connections Program. The annual au-
thorized funding for its Russian compo-
nent would rise to fifteen million dol-
lars from its current level of seven mil-
lion. 

In the Community Connections Pro-
gram, entrepreneurs, local government 
officials, education officials, legal pro-
fessionals, and non-governmental orga-
nization leaders are offered three-to- 
five week practical training opportuni-
ties in the United States. Forty local 
communities across this country host 
the participants, thereby creating 
grass-roots linkages between the 
United States and regions of Russia, 
which may enhance opportunities for 
exchanges to be sustained beyond the 
life of the assistance program. 

A very small but highly topical pro-
gram that my legislation would expand 
is the Freedom Support Act Fellow-
ships in Contemporary Issues. The Rus-
sian component of this program cur-
rently receives only $370,000. This act 
would nearly triple that annual au-
thorization to one million dollars. 

Under the Contemporary Issues Pro-
gram, government officials, leaders of 
non-governmental organizations, and 
private sector professionals from Rus-
sia receive three-month fellowships in 
the United States for research in sev-
eral strategic areas. These include sus-
tainable growth and development of 
economies in transition; democracy, 
human rights, and the rule of law; and 
the communications revolution and in-
tellectual property rights. 

This program is administered 
through a grant awarded to the Inter-
national Research and Exchanges 
Board, an organization with decades of 
experience in exchanges with Eastern 
Europe and the former Soviet Union. 

Finally, my legislation would greatly 
strengthen the Edmund S. Muskie Fel-
lowship Program, named after our es-
teemed former colleague from Maine 
who later served the nation as Sec-
retary of State. Annual authorized 
funding for the Russian portion of this 
program would rise to seven million 
dollars from its current level of nearly 
three-and-three-quarter million dol-
lars. 

Muskie Fellows receive fellowships 
for one-to-two years of graduate study 
at American universities in business 
administration, economics, law, or 
public administation. The program is 
administered by the American Council 

of Teachers of Russian and the Amer-
ican Council for Collaboration in Edu-
cation and Language Study. 

The Muskie Fellowship Program is 
particularly important, since it gives 
the next generation of Russian profes-
sors on-site exposure to American 
scholarship and American society. The 
so-called ‘‘multiplier effect’’ that these 
professors will have upon their stu-
dents will last for decades. 

Mr. President, the sum total author-
ization for these five innovative and 
highly successful exchange programs is 
only thirty million dollars per fiscal 
year. The benefits in enhancing democ-
ratization in Russia and in promoting 
Russian-American relations are signifi-
cant. It is an investment in the future 
that we should make. 

Mr. President, the second part of this 
legislation concerns a grant of fifty 
thousand dollars to conduct a feasi-
bility study of a Russia-based, inter-
nationally funded foundation for de-
mocracy. 

The assassination last November in 
St. Petersburg of Galina Starovoitova, 
a former Member of the State Duma 
and Russia’s most prominent female 
politician, was universally perceived as 
a defining moment. Starovoitova’s 
murder, as yet unsolved, is seen as 
symptomatic of the growing power of 
organized crime and nationalist and 
communist extremists to undermine 
the foundations of the fragile Russian 
democracy. 

The shock of the assassination had 
not yet worn off when friends and ad-
mirers of Starovoitova around the 
world spontaneously began to consider 
ways to create something positive from 
the horror. Several individuals includ-
ing Carl Gershman, President of the 
U.S. National Endowment for Democ-
racy, and Michael McFaul, a Stanford 
professor who worked in Moscow for 
the Carnegie Endowment, have pro-
posed creating a Russian democracy 
foundation in Starovoitova’s name. 

This Starovoitova foundation would 
be a non-governmental, non-partisan, 
strictly Russian but internationally 
funded center for the study and pro-
motion of democratic practices. Its 
work would involve public education in 
a country where democracy increas-
ingly is equated with crime, insider 
privatization, and mass poverty. The 
Starovoitova foundation could also 
train democratic activists for govern-
mental and non-governmental service. 
Moreover, it might serve, in Professor 
McFaul’s words, as a ‘‘kind of Russian 
Civil Liberties Union,’’ helping citizens 
defend their constitutional rights. 

I have reason to believe that the 
Starovoitova foundation would find 
broad support within Russia and be 
able to attract funding from several 
other democratic countries around the 
world. 

In a well-known phrase, Weimar Ger-
many failed not because it had too 
many enemies, but because there were 
too few democrats. Weimar’s tragic end 
need not be repeated in Russia. Galina 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:42 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00071 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S04FE9.REC S04FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1270 February 4, 1999 
Starovoitova’s murder already has mo-
tivated record numbers of voters to 
turn out for municipal elections in St. 
Petersburg with strong support for the 
democratic parties. The Starovoitova 
Foundation for Democracy could main-
tain this momentum, even as it memo-
rializes a courageous politician. 

The planning grant I am proposing 
would authorize the United States Gov-
ernment to engage an organization spe-
cializing in the study of Russia to in-
vestigate the depth and breadth of sup-
port for such an institution and, if 
there is the requisite support, the best 
way to proceed with organizing the 
foundation. 

Mr. President, the Russian Democra-
tization Assistance Act of 1999 is a tar-
geted response to assist the Russian 
Federation as it struggles to move 
away from the legacy of seven decades 
of communist tyranny and misrule. It 
recognizes that Russia’s problems are 
too large and too complex to be ame-
nable to instant solutions. But by sig-
nificantly expanding educational and 
professional exchanges with Russia, 
and by taking the first steps toward 
the creation of a foundation for democ-
racy there, this legislation can make 
an important long-term contribution 
to democracy and stability. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 372 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Russian De-
mocratization Assistance Act of 1999’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The Russian Federation, which is cur-

rently undergoing severe political and eco-
nomic crises, continues to possess thousands 
of nuclear warheads and the means to deliver 
them. 

(2) Maintaining stability in Russia is a 
vital national security concern of the United 
States. 

(3) Since the collapse of the Soviet Union 
at the end of 1991, the Russian Federation 
has made significant progress in democra-
tizing its government and society. 

(4) The continued development of demo-
cratic institutions and practice will foster 
stability in the Russian Federation. 

(5) Educational and professional exchanges 
with the Russian Federation have proven to 
be an effective mechanism for enhancing de-
mocratization in that country. 

SEC. 3. POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES. 

It shall be the policy of the United States 
toward the Russian Federation— 

(1) to promote and strengthen democratic 
government and civil society; 

(2) to expand already existing educational 
and professional exchanges toward those 
ends; and 

(3) to consider the feasibility of a Russia- 
based, internationally funded Foundation for 
Democracy to further democratic govern-
ment and civil society. 

SEC. 4. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR INTER-
NATIONAL INFORMATIONAL AND 
EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGES WITH 
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 

Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out chapter 11 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2295 et seq.; relating to support for the inde-
pendent states of the former Soviet Union) 
for each of the fiscal years 2000 and 2001, the 
following amounts are authorized to be 
available for the following programs with 
the Russian Federation: 

(1) For the ‘‘Future Leaders Exchange’’, 
$4,000,000. 

(2) For the ‘‘Freedom Support Act Under-
graduate Program’’, $3,000,000. 

(3) For the ‘‘Community Connections Pro-
gram’’, $15,000,000. 

(4) For the ‘‘Freedom Support Act Fellow-
ships in Contemporary Issues’’, $1,000,000. 
SEC. 5. STUDY FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF RUSSIAN 

DEMOCRACY FOUNDATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-

ized to conduct a study of the feasibility of 
establishing a foundation for the promotion 
of democratic institutions in the Russian 
Federation. 

(b) FOUNDATION TITLE.—It is the sense of 
Congress that any foundation established 
pursuant to subsection (a) should be known 
as the Starovoitova Foundation for Russian 
Democracy, in honor of Galina Starovoitova, 
a former member of the State Duma and 
Russia’s leading female politician who was 
assassinated in St. Petersburg in November 
1998. 

(c) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Of the amount 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
chapter 11 of part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295 et seq.; relating to 
support for the independent states of the 
former Soviet Union) for fiscal year 2000, 
$50,000 is authorized to be available to carry 
out this section. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR MUSKIE FELLOWSHIPS WITH 
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to the President $7,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2000 and 2001 to carry 
out the Edmund S. Muskie Fellowship Pro-
gram under section 227 of the Foreign Rela-
tions Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1992 
and 1993 (22 U.S.C. 2452 note) with the Rus-
sian Federation. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subsection (a) are au-
thorized to remain available until ex-
pended.∑ 

By Mr. HARKIN: 
S. 373. A bill to prohibit the acquisi-

tion of products produced by forced or 
indentured child labor; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 
THE INDENTURED CHILD LABOR PREVENTION ACT 
∑ Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a copy of S. 
373, the Forced and Indentured Child 
Labor Prevention Act, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 373 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Forced and 
Indentured Child Labor Prevention Act’’. 
SEC. 2. PROHIBITION OF ACQUISITION OF PROD-

UCTS PRODUCED BY FORCED OR IN-
DENTURED CHILD LABOR. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—The head of an executive 
agency (as defined in section 105 of title 5, 

United States Code) may not acquire an item 
that appears on a list published under sub-
section (b) unless the source of the item cer-
tifies to the head of the executive agency 
that forced or indentured child labor was not 
used to mine, produce, or manufacture the 
item. 

(b) PUBLICATION OF LIST OF PROHIBITED 
ITEMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Secretary of State, shall 
publish in the Federal Register every other 
year a list of items that such officials have 
identified that might have been mined, pro-
duced, or manufactured by forced or inden-
tured child labor. 

(2) DATE OF PUBLICATION.—The first list 
shall be published under paragraph (1) not 
later than 120 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

(c) REQUIRED CONTRACT CLAUSES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The head of an executive 

agency shall include in each solicitation of 
offers for a contract for the procurement of 
an item included on a list published under 
subsection (b) the following clauses: 

(A) A clause that requires the contractor 
to certify to the contracting officer that the 
contractor or, in the case of an incorporated 
contractor, a responsible official of the con-
tractor has made a good faith effort to deter-
mine whether forced or indentured child 
labor was used to mine, produce, or manufac-
ture any item furnished under the contract 
and that, on the basis of those efforts, the 
contractor is unaware of any such use of 
child labor. 

(B) A clause that obligates the contractor 
to cooperate fully to provide access for the 
head of the executive agency or the inspector 
general of the executive agency to the con-
tractor’s records, documents, persons, or 
premises if requested by the official for the 
purpose of determining whether forced or in-
dentured child labor was used to mine, 
produce, or manufacture any item furnished 
under the contract. 

(2) APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION.—This sub-
section shall apply with respect to acquisi-
tions for a total amount in excess of the 
micro-purchase threshold (as defined in sec-
tion 32(f) of the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 428(f)), including 
acquisitions of commercial items for such an 
amount notwithstanding section 34 of the Of-
fice of Federal Procurement Act (41 U.S.C. 
430). 

(d) INVESTIGATIONS.—Whenever a con-
tracting officer of an executive agency has 
reason to believe that a contractor has sub-
mitted a false certification under subsection 
(a) or (c)(1)(A) or has failed to provide co-
operation in accordance with the obligation 
imposed pursuant to subsection (c)(1)(B), the 
head of the executive agency shall refer the 
matter, for investigation, to the Inspector 
General of the executive agency and, as the 
head of the executive agency determines ap-
propriate, to the Attorney General and the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

(e) REMEDIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The head of an executive 

agency may impose remedies as provided in 
this subsection in the case of a contractor 
under a contract of the executive agency if 
the head of the executive agency finds that 
the contractor— 

(A) has furnished under the contract items 
that have been mined, produced, or manufac-
tured by forced or indentured child labor or 
uses forced or indentured child labor in min-
ing, production, or manufacturing operations 
of the contractor; 

(B) has submitted a false certification 
under subparagraph (A) of subsection (c)(1); 
or 
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(C) has failed to provide cooperation in ac-

cordance with the obligation imposed pursu-
ant to subparagraph (B) of such subsection. 

(2) TERMINATION OF CONTRACTS.—The head 
of the executive agency, in the sole discre-
tion of the head of the executive agency, 
may terminate a contract on the basis of any 
finding described in paragraph (1). 

(3) DEBARMENT OR SUSPENSION.—The head 
of an executive agency may debar or suspend 
a contractor from eligibility for Federal con-
tracts on the basis of a finding that the con-
tractor has engaged in an act described in 
paragraph (1)(A). The period of the debar-
ment or suspension may not exceed 3 years. 

(4) INCLUSION ON LIST.—The Administrator 
of General Services shall include on the List 
of Parties Excluded from Federal Procure-
ment and Nonprocurement Programs (main-
tained by the Administrator as described in 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation) each 
person that is debarred, suspended, proposed 
for debarment or suspension, or declared in-
eligible by the head of an executive agency 
or the Comptroller General on the basis that 
the person uses forced or indentured child 
labor to mine, produce, or manufacture any 
item. 

(5) OTHER REMEDIES.—This subsection shall 
not be construed to limit the use of other 
remedies available to the head of an execu-
tive agency or any other official of the Fed-
eral Government on the basis of a finding de-
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(f) REPORT.—Each year, the Administrator 
of General Services, with the assistance of 
the heads of other executive agencies, shall 
review the actions taken under this section 
and submit to Congress a report on those ac-
tions. 

(g) IMPLEMENTATION IN THE FEDERAL ACQUI-
SITION REGULATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Acquisition 
Regulation shall be revised within 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act— 

(A) to provide for the implementation of 
this section; and 

(B) to include the use of forced or inden-
tured child labor in mining, production, or 
manufacturing as a cause on the lists of 
causes for debarment and suspension from 
contracting with executive agencies that are 
set forth in the regulation. 

(2) PUBLICATION.—The revisions of the Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation shall be pub-
lished in the Federal Register promptly after 
the final revisions are issued. 

(h) EXCEPTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not 

apply to a contract that is for the procure-
ment of any product, or any article, mate-
rial, or supply contained in a product, that is 
mined, produced, or manufactured in any 
foreign country or instrumentality, if— 

(A) the foreign country or instrumentality 
is— 

(i) a party to the Agreement on Govern-
ment Procurement annexed to the WTO 
Agreement; or 

(ii) a party to the North American Free 
Trade Agreement; and 

(B) the contract is of a value that is equal 
to or greater than the United States thresh-
old specified in the Agreement on Govern-
ment Procurement annexed to the WTO 
Agreement or the North American Free 
Trade Agreement, whichever is applicable. 

(2) WTO AGREEMENT.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘‘WTO Agreement’’ 
means the Agreement Establishing the 
World Trade Organization, entered into on 
April 15, 1994. 

(i) APPLICABILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

section (c)(2), the requirements of this sec-
tion apply on and after the date determined 
under paragraph (2) to any solicitation that 
is issued, any unsolicited proposal that is re-

ceived, and any contract that is entered into 
by an executive agency pursuant to such a 
solicitation or proposal on or after such 
date. 

(2) DATE.—The date referred to is para-
graph (1) is the date that is 30 days after the 
date of the publication of the revisions of the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation under sub-
section (g)(2).∑ 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
ROBB, and Mr. BAYH): 

S. 374. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act, the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974, 
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
to protect consumers in managed care 
plans and other health coverage; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

THE PROMOTING RESPONSIBLE MANAGED CARE 
ACT OF 1999 

∑ Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President. I am 
pleased to be joined this morning by 
Senators GRAHAM, LIEBERMAN, SPEC-
TER, BAUCUS, ROBB and BAYH in intro-
ducing the ‘‘Promoting Responsible 
Managed Care Act of 1999.’’ In intro-
ducing our bill from last year, we are 
especially pleased to have Senators 
ROBB and BAYH join us as original co-
sponsors. 

As you know, the Senate was unable 
to consider this important issue before 
the close of the 105th Congress. None-
theless, each party developed and in-
troduced legislation, and the House ac-
tually passed a bill proposed by the Re-
publican majority. To encourage dis-
cussion across the aisle, this group of 
Senators introduced a bipartisan re-
form bill—the only one thus far. 

In crafting our legislation, we omit-
ted or modified those provisions which 
were anathema to either side. Thus, for 
example, we excluded Medical Savings 
Accounts, a feature of the Senate Re-
publican Task Force bill, because this 
provision is a non-starter with Demo-
crats. Likewise, we proposed allowing 
injured parties to seek redress in fed-
eral court as an alternative to the 
state court provision in the Demo-
cratic bill because that is a non-starter 
with Republicans. 

Well, here it is, the 106th Congress. 
Why have the prospects brightened for 
legislation to improve the quality of 
managed care? First, voters sent a 
clear message on election day: they 
want action, not gridlock. Second, the 
Democrats gained five more seats in 
the House—the very margin by which 
that body rejected the ‘‘Patient Bill of 
Rights’’ last year. Third, both Speaker 
HASTERT and Senate Majority Leader 
LOTT have instructed their respective 
committees of jurisdiction to get down 
to work. Fourth, the President is anx-
ious to begin a bipartisan dialogue. 

Perhaps more important than any of 
these developments, though, is the fact 
that consumers want assurances they 
will actually get the medical care they 
need, when they need it. Regrettably, 
many have learned this is not always 
the case. 

The opponents of reform have had a 
field day mischaracterizing what the 
managed care quality debate is about. 
It is not, as they allege, about erasing 
the gains managed care has made in 
bringing down costs and coordinating 
patient services. It is not about forcing 
plans to cover unnecessary, outmoded 
or harmful practices. Nor is it about 
forcing plans to pay for any service or 
treatment which is not a covered ben-
efit. And, it is certainly not about giv-
ing doctors a blank check. 

In fact, this debate is about making 
sure patients get what they pay for. 
It’s about ensuring that patients re-
ceive medically necessary care; that an 
objective standard and credible med-
ical evidence are used to guide physi-
cians and insurers in making treat-
ment and coverage determinations; 
that patients’ medical records and the 
judgments of their physicians are given 
due consideration; and, that managed 
care plans do not base their medical 
decisions on practice guidelines devel-
oped by industry actuaries, but rather 
credible, independent, scientific bodies. 

On a more tangible level, this legisla-
tion is about making sure that the in-
fant suffering from chronic ear infec-
tions is fitted with drainage tubes— 
rather than being prescribed yet an-
other round of ineffective antibiotics— 
to ameliorate the condition and pre-
vent hearing loss. It is about making 
sure that the patient with a broken hip 
is not relegated to a wheelchair in per-
petuity, but rather given the hip re-
placement surgery and physical ther-
apy that prudent medical practice dic-
tates. 

Make no mistake about it: Without 
provisions to ensure that plans are held 
to the objective, time-tested standard 
of professional medical practice, fed-
eral legislation giving patients access 
to an external appeals process will be 
nothing more than a false promise. 

The ‘‘Promoting Responsible Man-
aged Care Act’’ would restore needed 
balance to our managed care system 
while preserving its benefits. Moreover, 
it would do so using the very same 
framework established by Congress 
with the enactment of the so-called 
Kassebaum-Kennedy law in 1996. That 
statute—which extends portability and 
guaranteed issue protections to pa-
tients—has two very important bene-
fits. First, it applies to all privately in-
sured Americans—not just those 48 
million enrolled in self-funded ERISA 
plans. Second, it preserves states’ 
rights to occupy the field if they so 
choose. 

Thus, our bill would establish a min-
imum floor of federal patient protec-
tions for all 161 million privately in-
sured Americans. Yet, it would also 
protect state authority to go beyond 
this federal floor, and would preserve 
the good work states have already un-
dertaken in this area. It would also en-
courage states which have taken little 
or no action to do the right thing. De-
spite the flurry of activity, only 15 
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states have adopted the most basic pa-
tient protection—an external review 
procedure. 

As the process moves ahead, we look 
forward to working with the Finance 
Committee and the Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions Committee to for-
mulate legislation which will help to 
restore consumer confidence in man-
aged care, and to ensure that patients 
receive all medically necessary and ap-
propriate care. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following documents be 
printed in the RECORD: a summary of 
the bill, a one-page description of our 
enforcement provisions, a three-page 
document on what national health or-
ganizations say about our bill, and a 
white paper entitled, ‘‘Medical Neces-
sity: The Real Issue in the Quality De-
bate.’’ 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PROMOTING RESPONSIBLE MANAGED CARE ACT 

OF 1999 
PRINCIPLES 

Today, a majority of the U.S. population is 
enrolled in some form of managed care—a 
system which has enabled employers, insur-
ers and taxpayers to achieve significant sav-
ings in the delivery of health care services. 
However, there is growing anxiety among 
many Americans that insurance health plan 
accountants—not doctors—are determining 
what services and treatments they receive. 
Congress has an opportunity to enact legisla-
tion this year which will ensure that pa-
tients receive the benefits and services to 
which they are entitled, without compro-
mising the savings and coordination of care 
that can be achieved through managed care. 
However, to ensure the most effective result, 
legislation must embody the following prin-
ciples: 

It must be bipartisan and balanced. 
It must offer all 161 million privately in-

sured Americans—not just those in self-fund-
ed ERISA plans—a floor of basic federal pa-
tient protections. 

It must include an objective standard of 
what constitutes medically necessary or ap-
propriate care to ensure a meaningful exter-
nal appeals process. Furthermore, that 
standard must be informed by valid and reli-
able evidence to support the treatment and 
coverage determinations made by providers 
and plans. 

It must establish credible federal enforce-
ment remedies to ensure that managed care 
plans play by the rules and that individuals 
harmed by such entities are justly com-
pensated. 

It should encourage managed care plans to 
compete on the basis of quality—not just 
price. ‘‘Report card’’ information will pro-
vide consumers with the information they 
need to make informed choices based on plan 
performance. 

SUMMARY 
The ‘‘Promoting Responsible Managed 

Care Act of 1999’’ blends the best features of 
both the Democratic and Republican plans. 
The legislation would restore public con-
fidence in managed care through a com-
prehensive set of policy changes that would 
apply to all private health plans in the coun-
try. These include strengthened federal en-
forcement to ensure managed care plans play 
by the rules; compensation for individuals 
harmed by the decisions of managed care 
plans; an independent external system for 
processing complaints and appealing adverse 
decisions; information requirements to allow 
competition based on quality; and, a reason-

able set of patient protection standards to 
ensure patients have access to appropriate 
medical care. 
Scope of protection 

Basic protections for all privately insured 
Americans. All private insurance plans 
would be required to meet basic federal pa-
tient protections regardless of whether they 
are regulated at the state or federal level. 
This approach follows the blueprint estab-
lished with the enactment of the Health In-
surance Portability and Accountability Act 
of 1996, which allows states to build upon a 
basic framework of federal protections. 
Enforcement and compensation 

Strengthened federal enforcement to en-
sure managed care plans play by the rules. 
To ensure compliance with the bill’s provi-
sions, current federal law would be strength-
ened by giving the Secretaries of Labor and 
Health & Human Services enhanced authori-
ties to enjoin managed care plans from deny-
ing medically necessary care and to levy 
fines (up to $50,000 for individual cases and 
up to $250,000 for a pattern of wrongful con-
duct). This provision would ensure that en-
forcement of federal law is not dependent 
upon individuals bringing court cases to en-
force plan compliance. Rather, it provides 
for real federal enforcement of new federal 
protections. 

Compensation for individuals harmed by 
the decisions of managed care plans. All pri-
vately insured individuals would have access 
to federal courts for economic loss resulting 
from injury caused by the improper denial of 
care by managed care plans. Economic loss 
would be defined as any pecuniary loss 
caused by the decision of the managed care 
plan, and would include lost earnings or 
other benefits related to employment, med-
ical expenses, and business or employment 
opportunities. Awards for economic loss 
would be uncapped and attorneys fees could 
be awarded at the discretion of the court. 
Coverage determination, grievance and appeals 

Coverage determinations. Plans would be 
required to make decisions as to whether to 
provide benefits, or payments for benefits, in 
a timely manner. The plan must have a proc-
ess for making expedited determinations in 
cases in which the standard deadlines could 
seriously jeopardize the patient’s life, 
health, ability to regain or maintain max-
imum function or (in the case of a child 
under the age of 6) development 

Internal appeals. Patients would be as-
sured the right to appeal the following: fail-
ure to cover emergency services, the denial, 
reduction or termination of benefits, or any 
decision regarding the clinical necessity, ap-
propriateness, efficacy, or efficiency of 
health care services, procedures or settings. 
The plan would be required to have a timely 
internal review system, using health care 
professionals independent of the case at 
hand, and procedures for expediting decisions 
in cases in which the standard timeline could 
seriously jeopardize the covered individual’s 
life, health, ability to regain or maintain 
maximum function, or (in the case of a child 
under the age of 6) development. 

External appeals. Individuals would be as-
sured access to an external, independent ap-
peals process for cases of sufficient serious-
ness or which exceed a certain monetary 
threshold that were not resolved to the pa-
tient’s satisfaction through the internal ap-
peals process. The external appeal entity, 
not the plan, would have the authority to de-
cide whether a particular plan decision is in 
fact externally appealable. In addition to the 
patient’s medical record and the treating 
physician’s proposed treatment, the range of 
evidence that is permissible in an external 
review would include valid and reliable re-
search, studies and other evidence from im-
partial experts in the relevant field—the 
same types of evidence typically used by the 

courts in adjudicating health care quality 
cases. The external appeal process would re-
quire a fair, ‘‘de novo’’ determination, the 
plan would pay the costs of the process, and 
any decision would be binding on the plan. 

Consumer information 

Comparative information. Consumers 
would be given uniform comparative infor-
mation on quality measures in order to 
make informed choices. Data would include: 
patient satisfaction, delivery of health care 
services such as immunizations, and result-
ing changes in beneficiary health. Variations 
would be allowed based on plan type. 

Plan information. Patients would be pro-
vided with information on benefits, cost- 
sharing, access to services, grievance and ap-
peals, etc. A grant program would be author-
ized to provide enrollees with information 
about their coverage options, and with griev-
ance and appeals processes. 

Confidentiality of enrollee records. Plans 
would be required to have procedures to safe-
guard the privacy of individually identifiable 
information. 

Quality assurance. Plans would be required 
to establish an internal quality assurance 
program. Accredited plans would be deemed 
to have met this requirement, and variations 
would be allowed based on plan type. 

Patient protection standards 

Emergency services. Coverage of emer-
gency services would be based upon the ‘‘pru-
dent layperson’’ standard, and, importantly, 
would include reimbursement for post-sta-
bilization and maintenance care. Prior au-
thorization of services would be prohibited. 

Enrollee choice of health professionals and 
providers. Patients would be assured that 
plans would: Allow women to obtain obstet-
rical/gynecological services without a refer-
ral from a primary care provider; allow plan 
enrollees to choose pediatricians as the pri-
mary care provider for their children; have a 
sufficient number, distribution and variety 
of providers; allow enrollees to choose any 
provider within the plan’s network, who is 
available to accept such individual (unless 
the plan informs enrollee of limitations on 
choice); provide access to specialists, pursu-
ant to a treatment plan; and in the case of a 
contract termination, allow continuation of 
care for a set period of time for chronic and 
terminal illnesses, pregnancies, and institu-
tional care. 

Access to approved services. Plans would 
be required to cover routine patient costs in-
curred through participation in an approved 
clinical trial. In addition, they would be re-
quired to use plan physicians and phar-
macists in development of formularies, dis-
close formulary restrictions, and provide an 
exception process for non-formulary treat-
ments when medically necessary. 

Nondiscrimination in delivery of services. 
Discrimination on the basis of race, religion, 
sex, disability and other characteristics 
would be prohibited. 

Prohibition of interference with certain 
medical communications. Plans would be 
prohibited from using ‘‘gag rules’’ to restrict 
physicians from discussing health status and 
legal treatment options with patients. 

Provider incentive plans. Plans would be 
barred from using financial incentives as an 
inducement to physicians for reducing or 
limiting the provision of medically nec-
essary services. 

Provider participation. Plans would be re-
quired to provide a written description of 
their physician and provider selection proce-
dures. This process would include a 
verification of a health care provider’s li-
cense, and 
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plans would be barred from discriminating 
against providers based on race, religion and 
other characteristics. 

Appropriate standards of care for mastec-
tomy patients. Plans would be required to 
cover the length of hospital stay for a mas-
tectomy, lumpectomy or lymph node dissec-
tion that is determined by the physician to 
be appropriate for the patient and consistent 
with generally accepted principles of profes-
sional medical practice. 

Professional standard of medical necessity. 
Health plans would be prohibited from arbi-
trarily interfering with the decision of the 
treating physician if the services are medi-
cally necessary and a covered benefit. Medi-
cally necessary services are defined to be 
those which are consistent with generally 
accepted principles of professional medical 
practice. This professional standard of med-
ical necessity has been a well-settled stand-
ard in our legal system for over two cen-
turies, and is necessary to ensure a meaning-
ful external appeals process. Treatment and 
coverage decisions would be measured 
against the same standard of medical neces-
sity, and providers and insurers would both 
be guided by the same evidentiary require-
ments (described under external appeals). 

PROMOTING RESPONSIBLE MANAGED CARE ACT 
OF 1999—ENFORCEMENT AND COMPENSATION 
MECHANISMS 

Strengthened federal enforcement to en-
sure managed care plans play by the rules. 
To ensure compliance with the bill’s provi-
sions, current federal law would be strength-
ened by giving the Secretaries of Labor and 
Health & Human Services enhanced authori-
ties to enjoin managed care plans from deny-
ing medically necessary care. 

In addition, the Secretaries of Labor and 
Health & Human Services would be given 
new authority to levy substantial monetary 
penalties on managed care plans for wrongful 
conduct. Fines could be awarded as follows: 

For failures on the part of plans that result 
in an unreasonable denial or delay in bene-
fits that seriously jeopardize the individual’s 
life, health, or ability to regain or maintain 
maximum function (or in the case of a child 
under the age of 6) development: Up to 
$50,000 for each individual involved in the 
case of a failure that does not reflect a pat-
tern or practice of wrongful conduct and up 
to $250,000 if the failure reflects a pattern or 
practice of wrongful conduct. 

For failures on the part of plans not de-
scribed above: Up to $10,000 for each indi-
vidual involved in the case of a failure that 
does not reflect a pattern or practice of 
wrongful conduct and up to $50,000 if the fail-
ure reflects a pattern or practice of wrongful 
conduct. 

In the case of failures not corrected within 
the first week, the maximum amount of the 
penalties in all cases would be increased by 
$10,000 for each full succeeding week in which 
the failure is not corrected. 

These provisions would ensure that en-
forcement of federal law is not dependent 
upon individuals bringing court cases to en-
force plan compliance. Rather, it provides 
for real federal enforcement of new federal 
protections. 

Compensation for individuals harmed by 
the decisions of managed care plans. All pri-
vately insured individuals would have access 
to federal courts for economic loss resulting 
from injury caused by the improper denial of 
care by managed care plans. Economic loss 
would be defined as any pecuniary loss 
caused by the decision of the managed care 
plan, and would include the loss of earnings 
or other benefits related to employment, 
medical expenses, and business or employ-
ment opportunities. Awards for economic 

loss would be uncapped and attorneys’ fees 
could be awarded at the discretion of the 
court. 

WHAT ORGANIZATIONS ARE SAYING ABOUT THE 
PROMOTING RESPONSIBLE MANAGED CARE 
ACT OF 1999 
National Association of Children’s Hos-

pitals, Inc: ‘‘The National Association of 
Children’s Hospitals, which represents more 
than 100 children’s hospitals across the coun-
try, strongly supports your legislation—and 
its provisions that ensure children’s unique 
health care needs are protected as families 
seek access to appropriate pediatric health 
care in their health plans.’’ 

National Mental Health Association: ‘‘On 
behalf of the National Mental Health Asso-
ciation and its 330 affiliates nationwide, I am 
writing to express strong support for the 
Promoting Responsible Managed Care Act of 
1999. . . . NMHA was particularly gratified 
to learn that you included language in your 
important compromise legislation which 
guarantees access to psychotropic medica-
tions. . . . Finally—alone among all the 
managed care bills introduced in this session 
of Congress—your legislation prohibits the 
involuntary disenrollment of adults with se-
vere and persistent mental illnesses and chil-
dren with serious mental and emotional dis-
turbances.’’ 

National Alliance for the Mentally Ill: ‘‘On 
behalf of the 185,000 members and 1,140 affili-
ates of the National Alliance for the Men-
tally Ill, I am writing to express our strong 
support for the bipartisan managed care con-
sumer protection legislation you . . . are de-
veloping. . . . Thank you for your efforts on 
behalf of people with severe mental illnesses. 
Your bipartisan approach to this difficult 
issue is an important step forward in placing 
the interests of consumers and families 
ahead of politics. NAMI looks forward to 
working with you to ensure passage of mean-
ingful managed care consumer protection 
legislation in the 106th Congress.’’ 

American Protestant Health Alliance: 
‘‘Your proposal strikes a balance which is 
most appropriate. As each of us is aware, 
often we have missed the opportunity to 
enact health policy changes, only to return 
later and achieve fewer gains than we might 
have earlier. It would be tragic if we allowed 
this year’s opportunity to escape our grasp. 
We are pleased to stand with you in support 
of your proposal.’’ 

American Academy of Pediatrics: ‘‘As ex-
perts in the care of children, we believe that 
[your] legislation makes important strides 
toward ensuring that children get the med-
ical attention they need and deserve. . . . 
Children are not little adults. Their care 
should be provided by physician specialists 
who are appropriately educated in the 
unique physical and developmental issues 
surrounding the care of infants, children, 
adolescents, and young adults. We are par-
ticularly pleased that you recognize this and 
have included access to appropriate pediatric 
specialists, as well as other protections for 
children, as key provisions of your legisla-
tion.’’ 

American Cancer Society: ‘‘. . . I commend 
you on your bipartisan effort to craft patient 
protection legislation that meets the needs 
of cancer patients under managed care. . . . 
Your legislation grants patients access to 
specialists, ensures continuity of care . . . 
and permits for specialists to serve as the 
primary care physician for a patient who is 
undergoing treatment for a serious or life- 
threatening illness. Most importantly, your 
bill promotes access to clinical trials for pa-
tients for whom satisfactory treatment is 
not available or standard therapy has not 
proven most effective. . . . We appreciate 

that your bill addresses all four of ACS’ pri-
orities in a way that will help assure that in-
dividuals affected or potentially affected by 
cancer will be assured improved access to 
quality care.’’ 

American College of Physicians/American 
Society of Internal Medicine: ‘‘We believe 
your bill contains necessary patient protec-
tions, as well as provisions designed to foster 
quality improvement, and therefore has the 
potential to improve the quality of care pa-
tients receive. The College is particularly 
pleased that your proposal covers all Ameri-
cans, rather than only those individuals who 
are insured by large employers under 
ERISA. . . . We also appreciate that you 
have taken steps to address the concerns 
about making all health plans . . . account-
able in a court of law for medical decisions 
that may result in death or injury to a pa-
tient.’’ 

National Association of Chain Drug Stores: 
‘‘. . . we applaud your efforts . . . in crafting 
a bipartisan managed care proposal. . . . 
Your bill, ‘Promoting Responsible Managed 
Care Act’ takes a realistic step in improving 
the health care system for all Americans.’’ 

Council of Jewish Federations: ‘‘Your pro-
visions on continuity of care also provide 
landmark protections for consumers in our 
community and in the broader community as 
well. Overall, your legislation provides im-
portant safeguards for consumers and pro-
viders that are involved in managed care.’’ 

Families USA: ‘‘We are pleased that your 
bill . . . would establish many protections 
important to consumers, such as access to 
specialists, prescription drugs and consumer 
assistance. In addition, your external ap-
peals language addresses many consumer 
concerns in this area.’’ 

Catholic Health Association: ‘‘The Catho-
lic Health Association of the United States 
(CHA) applauds your bipartisan leadership in 
Congress to help enact legislation this year 
protecting consumers who receive health 
care through managed care plans. The 
Chafee-Graham-Lieberman bill is a sound 
piece of legislation.’’ 

National Association of Community Health 
Centers: ‘‘We appreciate the bipartisan ef-
forts you have undertaken to correct the de-
ficiencies in the managed care system. . . . 
We applaud your inclusion of standards for 
the determination of medical necessity (Sec-
tion 102) that are based on generally accept-
ed principles of medical practice. . . . We 
also appreciate your inclusion of federally 
qualified health centers (FQHCs) as pro-
viders that may be included in the network.’’ 

American College of Emergency Physi-
cians: ‘‘The American College of Emergency 
Physicians . . . is pleased to support your 
bill, the ‘Promoting Responsible Managed 
Care Act of 1999.’ We . . . are particularly 
pleased that your legislation would apply to 
all private insurance plans. . . . We also 
commend your leadership in proposing a bi-
partisan solution. . . . We strongly support 
provisions in the bill that would prevent 
health plans from denying patients coverage 
for legitimate emergency services.’’ 

National Association of Public Hospitals & 
Health Systems: ‘‘This legislation provides 
consumers with the information to make in-
formed decisions about their managed care 
plans, offers consumers protections from dis-
incentives to provide care, and provides con-
sumers with meaningful claims review, ap-
peals and grievance procedures. We applaud 
your leadership in this area and we look for-
ward to working with you to shape final leg-
islation. We note that many of the patient 
protections contained in your legislation are 
already applicable to [Medicaid and Medi-
care], and we believe that a nationwide level 
playing field is desirable for all patients and 
all payers. For these reasons . . . we believe 
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1 This paper was adapted from two sources. The 
first is an article which appeared in the New Eng-
land Journal of Medicine, January 21, 1999, titled, 
‘‘Who Should Determine When Health Care Is Medi-

cally Necessary?’’ authored by Sara Rosenbaum, 
J.D., George Washington University School of Pub-
lic Health and Health Services, David M. Frankford, 
J.D., Rutgers University School of Law, Brad Moore, 

M.D., M.P.H., and Phyllis Borzi, J.D., George Wash-
ington University Medical Center. The second 
source is a special analysis of recent ERISA cov-
erage decisions prepared by professor Rosenbaum. 

that many of the consumer protections in 
your legislation are necessary to prevent 
abuses and improve quality in managed 
care.’’ 

Mental Health Liaison Group (14 national 
organizations): ‘‘. . . we are writing to com-
mend you for the introduction of [your legis-
lation]. [It] takes a significant step forward 
in protecting children and adults with men-
tal disorders who are now served by managed 
care health plans. . . . By establishing a 
clear grievance and appeals process, assuring 
access to mental health specialists, and as-
suring the availability of emergency serv-
ices, your bill begins to establish the con-
sumer protections necessary for the delivery 
of quality mental health care to every Amer-
ican.’’ 

MEDICAL NECESSITY: THE REAL ISSUE IN THE 
QUALITY DEBATE 1 

ISSUE 
Without an objective standard of what con-

stitutes medically necessary or appropriate 
care, federal legislation to ensure that pa-
tients receive the care for which they have 
paid will not be effective. For example, ab-
sent such a standard, what measures would 
an external appeals body use in determining 
whether a treatment or coverage decision 
was appropriate? 

Thus, federal legislation should incor-
porate the professional standard of medical 
necessity. This has been a well-settled stand-
ard in our legal system for over two cen-
turies, and is commonly defined as ‘‘a service 
or benefit consistent with generally accepted 
principles of professional medical practice.’’ 
In fact, many insurance contracts in force 
today include some version of this standard 
(see attached table). 

BACKGROUND 
The advent of managed care has blurred 

the lines between coverage and treatment 
decisions, since for all but the wealthiest 
Americans, an insurer’s decision regarding 
coverage effectively determines whether the 
individual will receive care. 

As a consequence, the quality of coverage 
decisions, that is to say—the standard used 
to decide a coverage question and the evi-
dence considered in deciding whether the 
care that is sought meets the standard—be-
comes the central issue in the managed care 
debate. 

As insurers began to move significantly 
into the coverage decision-making arena in 
the 1970s, they adopted the same standard 
used by the courts in adjudicating health 
care quality cases—the professional standard 
of medical necessity. 

TRENDS IN THE MARKETPLACE 
A review of recent cases (see attached 

table) suggests that while most insurers use 
this professional standard, some are begin-
ning to write other standards into their con-
tracts. Courts must abide by these standards 
unless they conflict with other statutes. 

There are also indications that some insur-
ers may be seeking, by contract, to limit the 
evidence they will consider in making their 
coverage determinations, instead relying 
only on the results of generalized studies 
(some of which may be of questionable value) 
that have some, but not conclusive, bearing 
on a given patient’s case. 

The cases also indicate that some insurers 
are attempting to make their decisions 
unreviewable by using terms such as, ‘‘as de-
termined by us.’’ 

The result of these trends is arbitrary deci-
sion-making (based either on bad evidence, 
or no evidence at all) which, by failing to 
take into account individual patient needs, 
diminishes health care quality, and does not 
constitute good professional practice. 

It is not possible for consumers to see 
these contracts under normal circumstances. 
However, when individuals challenge denials 
of coverage or treatment, contract clauses 
affecting millions of persons become public 
as part of the court decision. 

A close examination of the contract provi-
sions in the attached cases reveals, in some 
instances, the use of extraordinary standards 
that pose a significant departure from the 
professional standard of practice: 

In Fuja, Bedrick, Heasley, and McGraw, all 
of the contracts underlying these cases omit 
coverage for ‘‘conditions.’’ Prudent medical 
professionals would not deny care for condi-
tions, nor is it likely that there are any sci-
entific studies which indicate that treatment 
of children and adults with ‘‘conditions’’ 
such as cerebal palsy, multiple sclerosis, or a 
developmental or congenital health problem, 
is not ‘‘medically necessary.’’ 

In Metrahealth, the contract requires a 
showing that care be ‘‘absolutely essential 
and indispensable’’ prior to its coverage. 
This verges on an emergency coverage defi-
nition and is at odds with the approach 
taken by prudent medical professionals. 

In Dowden, use of the term ‘‘essential’’ 
achieves a similar result. 

In Dahl-Elmers, the contract requires a 
showing that the care ‘‘could not have been 
omitted without adversely affecting the in-
sured person’s condition or the quality of 
medical care.’’ It is doubtful there are any 
scientific studies that demonstrate how 
much care can be withheld before a patient 

deteriorates. In fact, such a study would be 
unethical even to undertake. Thus, there is 
virtually no scientific evidence to support 
denial of coverage under this standard. 

The standards employed in these contracts 
are in complete conflict with prudent med-
ical practice by health professionals who 
rely on solid evidence of effectiveness. No 
reasonable physician would withhold treat-
ment until a patient’s condition satisfied 
any one of these standards. 

These cases deal implicitly with the issue 
made explicit in Harris v. Mutual of Omaha, 
which is discussed in the New England Jour-
nal of Medicine article from which this paper 
was adapted. Specifically, because such con-
tracts do not contain any evidentiary stand-
ards to inform purchasers of what con-
stitutes reasonable medical practice, insur-
ers are effectively free to use or disregard 
the evidence of their choosing. This freedom 
to ignore relevant evidence, such as the opin-
ion of treating physicians, goes to the heart 
of Harris. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Because coverage standards and evidence 
are absolutely central, albeit poorly under-
stood concepts, protecting against the dimi-
nution of quality of care should not be left to 
the marketplace. Neither consumers, nor 
employee benefit managers, have the exper-
tise to recognize the implications of the lan-
guage which appears in these contracts. 

In light of these trends and their impact on 
health care quality, federal legislation 
should incorporate the professional standard 
of medical necessity as the framework 
against which a patient’s medical care will 
be decided. 

In addition, the legislation should specify 
the types of evidence that will be considered 
in determining whether the professional 
standard has been met in treatment and cov-
erage decisions. In addition to the patient’s 
medical record and the treating physician’s 
proposed treatment, the courts have typi-
cally relied upon valid and reliable research, 
studies and other evidence from impartial 
experts in the relevant field. 

Thus, enacting the professional standard of 
medical necessity into federal law would bal-
ance the interests of patients, providers and 
insurers. Treatment and coverage decisions 
would be measured against the same stand-
ard of medical necessity, and providers and 
insurers would both be guided by the same 
evidentiary requirements. 

EXAMPLES OF MEDICAL NECESSITY CLAUSES IN EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT CONTRACTS 

Case name Contractual definition of medical necessity 

Friends Hospital v. MetraHealth Service Corp., 9 F. Supp.2d 528 (E.D. Penn. 
1998).

‘‘A health care facility admission, level of care, procedure, service or supply is medically necessary if it is absolutely essential and indispensable for assur-
ing the health and safety of the patient as determined by the * * * plan * * * with review and advice of competent medical professionals.’’ 

McGraw v. Prudential Ins. Co. of America, 137 F.3d 1253 (10th Cir. 1998) ....... ‘‘To be considered ‘needed’, a service or supply must be determined by Prudential to meet all of these tests: 
(a) It is ordered by a Doctor 
(b) It is recognized throughout the Doctor’s profession as safe and effective, is required for the diagnosis or treatment of the particular sickness or In-

jury, and is employed appropriately in a manner and setting consistent with generally accepted United States medical standards. 
(c) It is neither Educational nor Experimental nor Investigational in nature.’’ 

Gates v. King & Blue Cross & Blue Shield of Virginia, Inc., 129 F.3d 1259 (4th 
Cir. 1997).

‘‘The Plan defines medically necessary as: Services, drugs, supplies, or equipment provided by a hospital or covered provider of health care services that 
the carrier determines: 
(a) are appropriate to diagnose or treat the patient’s condition, illness or injury; 
(b) are consistent with standards of good medical practice in the U.S. 
(c) are not primarily for the personal comfort or convenience of the patient, the family, or the provider 

Dowden v. Blue Cross & Blue Shield of Texas, Inc., 126 F.3d 641 (5th Cir. 
1997).

Services that are ‘‘essential to, consistent with and provided for the diagnosis or the direct care and treatment of the condition, sickness, disease, injury, 
or bodily malfunction,’’ and treatments ‘‘consistent with accepted standards of medical practice.’’ 

Bedrick v. Travelers Ins. Co., 93 F.3d 149 (4th Cir. 1996) .................................. 1. Services that are appropriate and required for the diagnosis or treatment of the accidental injury or sickness; 
2. It is safe and effective according to accepted clinical evidence reported by generally recognized medical professionals and publications; 
There is not a less intrusive or more appropriate diagnostic or treatment alternative that could have been used in lieu of the service or supply given. 
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EXAMPLES OF MEDICAL NECESSITY CLAUSES IN EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT CONTRACTS—Continued 

Case name Contractual definition of medical necessity 

Florence Nightingale Nursing Svc., Inc. v. Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Alabama, 
41 F.3d 1476 (11th Cir. 1995).

The services and supplies furnished must ‘‘be appropriate and necessary for the symptoms, diagnosis, or treatment of the Member’s condition, disease, ail-
ment, or injury; and be provided for the diagnosis or direct care of Member’s medical condition; and be in accordance with standards of good medical 
practice accepted by the organized medical community * * * * 

Trustees of the NW Laundry and Dry Cleaners Health & Welfare Trust Fund v. 
Burzynski, 27 F.3d 153 (5th Cir. 1994).

1. The treatment must be ‘‘appropriate and consistent with the diagnosis (in accord with accepted standards of community practice).’’ 
2. Treatments ‘‘could not be omitted without adversely affecting the covered person’s condition or the quality of medical care.’’ 

Fuja v. Benefit Trust Life Ins. Co., 18 F.3d 1405 (7th Cir. 1994) ....................... Services that are ‘‘required and appropriate for care of the Sickness or the Injury; and that are given in accordance with generally accepted principles of 
medical practices in the U.S. at the time furnished; and are not deemed to be experimental, educational or investigational. . . 

Lee v. Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Alabama, 10 F.3d 1547 (10th Cir. 1994) ........ ‘‘Appropriate and necessary for treatment of the insured’s condition, provided for the diagnosis or care of the insured’s condition, in accordance with stand-
ards of good medical practice, and not solely for the insured’s convenience.’’ 

Heil v. Nationwide Life Inc. Co., 9 F.3d 107 (6th Cir. 1993) ............................... Services for which there is ‘‘general acceptance by the medical profession as appropriate for a covered condition and [that] are determined safe, effective, 
and non-investigational by professional standards.’’ 

Heasely v. Belden & Blake Corp., 2 F.3d 1249 (3rd Cir. 1993) ........................... Services and procedures ‘‘considered necessary to the amelioration of sickness or injury by generally accepted standards of medical practice in the local 
community.’’ 

Dahl-Eimers v. Mutual of Omaha Life Inc. Co., 986 F.2d 1379 (11th Cir. 1993) (a) ‘‘Appropriate and consistent with the diagnosis in accord with accepted standards of community practice; 
(b) Not considered experimental; and 
(c) Could not have been omitted without adversely affecting the injured person’s condition or the quality of medical care.’’• 

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
and Mr. AKAKA): 

S. 375. A bill to create a rural busi-
ness lending pilot program within the 
U.S. Small Business Administration, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business. 
∑ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
in the past brought to the attention of 
the Senate one of the most significant 
economic problems facing Alaska—the 
underdevelopment of the business sec-
tor in the rural areas of Alaska. Today 
I am introducing the Rural Business 
Lending Act to help fix this problem in 
my state and in Hawaii. Senators 
INOUYE, MURKOWSKI, and AKAKA join 
me as cosponsors. 

Many of my colleagues have heard 
me speak of Alaska’s vast size, of our 
lack of a highway system, and of the 
problems faced by small Alaska com-
munities because of their remoteness 
and because they are islands sur-
rounded by a sea of federal land. Our 
economic problems are in some ways 
more like the problems of third-world 
countries than the problems of towns 
in the contiguous 48 states. More than 
130 Alaska villages and communities 
have populations under 3,000, and al-
most 80 percent of these communities 
are not connected to any road or high-
way system. They can be reached only 
by small plane or boat. Many do not 
have a bank branch office or any other 
lending source. 

The nearest banks—which, even 
within Alaska are likely to be hun-
dreds of miles away—often cannot 
make loans in rural communities due 
to the cost of servicing the loans, the 
cost of transportation, higher credit 
risks and other unknown risks, the 
seasonality of the economy, and the 
collateral limitations inherent to re-
mote real estate. Most Alaska villages 
have few, if any, privately- or inde-
pendently-owned small businesses. 

The Rural Business Lending Act 
would attempt to help with these prob-
lems. The bill would create a pilot loan 
guarantee program in Alaska and Ha-
waii administered by the U.S. Small 
Business Administration (SBA). The 
pilot program is modeled after the SBA 
7(a) program that was in effect prior to 
changes made in 1995. These changes 
dramatically reduced small business 
lending by banks and other financial 

institutions in Alaska. Among other 
things, the changes: (1) decreased the 
portion of a loan that SBA could guar-
antee under the 7(a) Program, from 90 
percent of the loan amount down to a 
sliding scale of only up to 80 percent; 
and (2) increased the guarantee fee for 
7(a) loans from 2 percent of the loan 
amount up to a sliding scale of between 
2 percent and 3.875 percent. Another 
change was that the SBA discontinued 
servicing loans that have gone into de-
fault. This change is particularly detri-
mental in Alaska and Hawaii, because 
of the transportation costs involved in 
servicing a loan, and in small Alaska 
communities because it is difficult for 
the employee of a bank branch to take 
action against his neighbor on a loan. 

Before these changes went into ef-
fect, the SBA 7(a) lending program pro-
vided much of the critical financing for 
rural Alaska businesses. For instance, 
the SBA guaranteed 315 loans totaling 
$29 million with fiscal year 1995 funds— 
170 of which went to businesses in what 
we consider rural areas of Alaska (gen-
erally not on the road system). By 
comparison, the SBA guaranteed only 
88 loans in Alaska—and only 48 in rural 
areas—with fiscal year 1998 funds, after 
the changes had gone into effect. The 
total amount of the loans between fis-
cal year 1995 and fiscal year 1998 de-
creased by over 60 percent, from $29 
million down to $10 million. It appears 
this downward trend is continuing dur-
ing the Fiscal Year 1999 cycle. 

Prior to the changes, the National 
Bank of Alaska was one of SBA’s big-
gest 7(a) lending program participants, 
having made over 91 loans totaling 
more than $15 million during the fiscal 
year 1995 cycle. Three years later, dur-
ing the fiscal year 1998 cycle, the Na-
tional Bank of Alaska made no loans 
under the 7(a) program. There is no 
question that the changes have nega-
tively affected the availability of loan 
funds and credit in rural Alaska and 
other rural areas. 

The bill I am introducing today is in-
tended to make the 7(a) program more 
viable in the rural parts of Alaska and 
Hawaii. The Rural Business Lending 
Act would create a 3-year ‘‘Rural Busi-
ness Lending Program’’ in the 49th and 
50th states that would be similar to 
7(a) Program before the 1995 changes. It 
would allow up to 90 percent of loan 
amounts to be guaranteed, cap the 

guarantee fee at 1 percent, require the 
SBA to service loans on which it hon-
ors a guarantee, and allow the SBA to 
waive annual loan fees (one-half of one 
percent of the outstanding loan bal-
ance under existing law) if necessary to 
increase lending. Loans under the 
‘‘Rural Business Lending Program’’ 
would be available only in commu-
nities with a population of 9,000 or 
fewer. The program would be required 
to be administered from the SBA’s 
Alaska and Hawaii offices, where the 
unique characteristics and needs of 
rural small businesses are more likely 
to be understood. The SBA would be re-
quired to report to Congress after two 
years on the effectiveness of the pro-
gram so that consideration could be 
given to making it permanent or ex-
panding it to other areas. 

This legislation will ensure that 
small businesses in rural Alaska and 
Hawaii have similar access to the na-
tional 7(a) Program that other small 
businesses have. The national 7(a) pro-
gram should not provide opportunities 
only to businesses in urban settings. 
The changes in the Act are intended to 
revive the SBA 7(a) Program in rural 
parts of Alaska and Hawaii, creating a 
model that perhaps can be applied 
more broadly in the future. I look for-
ward to working with other Senators 
on the enactment of this legislation 
that is so critical to small businesses 
in Alaska and Hawaii, and ultimately 
perhaps, to small businesses in rural 
areas throughout the United States.∑ 

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. BROWNBACK, and 
Mr. CLELAND): 

S. 376. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Satellite Act of 1962 to pro-
mote competition and privatization in 
satellite communications, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

OPEN-MARKET REORGANIZATION FOR THE BET-
TERMENT OF INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS (ORBIT) ACT 

∑ Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the ‘‘Open-market 
Reorganization for the Betterment of 
International Telecommunications 
(ORBIT)’’ bill, an important piece of 
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legislation that will modernize our na-
tion’s laws and policies regarding the 
provision of international satellite 
communications services. I also thank 
the help and hard work of my col-
leagues who are original cosponsors of 
this bill, including the Chairman of the 
Commerce Committee, Senator 
MCCAIN, and Senator BROWNBACK, Sen-
ator BRYAN, Senator DORGAN and Sen-
ator CLELAND. 

Dramatic technological and market-
place changes have reshaped global sat-
ellite communications in the thirty-six 
years since enactment of the Commu-
nications Satellite Act of 1962. These 
changes necessitate that we update our 
nation’s satellite laws to establish a 
new policy framework for vibrant 
international satellite communications 
in the 21st century. 

The bill I introduce today reflects a 
reasoned and balanced approach that 
will enable more private companies, as 
opposed to government entities, to 
bring advanced satellite communica-
tions service to every corner of the 
globe—including poor, remote and less-
er developed countries. This bill puts 
the full weight of the United States 
squarely behind the privatization of 
INTELSAT, an intergovernmental or-
ganization embracing 142 countries, 
which, in turn, will transform the 
international satellite communications 
marketplace into a more robust and 
genuinely competitive arena. The bene-
ficiaries of this legislation will be 
American companies and their workers 
who will have new opportunities to 
offer satellite communications services 
worldwide and consumers who will be 
able to enjoy a choice among multiple 
service providers of ever more ad-
vanced communications services at 
lower cost. 

When the Soviet Union launched 
Sputnik in 1957, the United States re-
sponded immediately and aggressively 
to recapture the lead in the advance-
ment of satellite technology. Our na-
tion understood the tremendous poten-
tial of satellite technology, but at the 
same time recognized that because of 
the cost, risk and uncertainty, no indi-
vidual company would develop it alone. 
Therefore, the U.S. enacted the Com-
munications Satellite Act of 1962 which 
created COMSAT, a private company, 
to develop by itself, or presumably 
with the assistance of other foreign en-
tities, a commercial worldwide sat-
ellite communications system. Subse-
quently, the international treaty orga-
nization, INTELSAT, was created to 
provide mainly telephone and data 
services around the world. COMSAT 
and INTELSAT have worked together 
over the last three decades to intro-
duce satellite communications services 
here and abroad. 

The INTELSAT/COMSAT experiment 
has been a magnificent success. 
INTELSAT, has grown to include 142 
member countries, utilizing a network 
of 24 satellites that offer voice, data 
and video services around the world. In 
the last fifteen years, technological ad-
vances, improved large-scale financing 
options, and enriched market condi-

tions have created a favorable climate 
for new companies to provide services 
that only INTELSAT had previously 
been able to offer. However, while the 
success of INTELSAT has spurred mul-
tiple private commercial companies to 
penetrate the global satellite market, 
these private companies have expressed 
serious concern about the existence of 
INTELSAT, in its present form, and 
the unlevel playing field upon which 
they must compete with INTELSAT. 
My legislation addresses their con-
cerns. 

This legislation prods INTELSAT to 
transform itself from a multi-govern-
mentally owned and controlled monop-
oly to a fully privatized company. The 
legislation articulates the new United 
States policy that INTELSAT must 
privatize as soon as possible, but no 
later than January 1, 2002 and it cre-
ates a process to encourage and verify 
that this privatization effort occurs in 
a pro-competitive manner. 

This legislation puts clear and spe-
cific restrictions on INTELSAT’s abil-
ity to expand its service offerings into 
new areas, such as direct broadcast sat-
ellite services and Ka-band commu-
nications, pending privatization. At 
the same time, it preserves 
INTELSAT’s ability to provide its cus-
tomers services they currently enjoy. 
INTELSAT customers are not artifi-
cially denied services to which they al-
ready have access. 

INTELSAT also is offered incentives 
to privatize. One of INTELSAT’s most 
important business objectives is to ob-
tain direct access to the lucrative U.S. 
domestic market. My legislation does 
not hand this over to INTELSAT and 
the other 141 member countries with-
out commercial reform. Rather, it 
withholds this desired benefit until pri-
vatization is complete. I should add 
that with the introduction of this leg-
islation, I call on the FCC to halt its 
pending rulemaking to allow Intelsat 
to directly access the U.S. market be-
fore privatization. This rulemaking un-
dermines a central tenet of this bill, 
and would exceed the agency’s author-
ity in any event. I urge the FCC to let 
Congress resolve this issue through the 
legislative process. 

This legislation provides the Presi-
dent of the United States with the au-
thority to certify that INTELSAT has 
privatized in a sufficiently pro-com-
petitive manner that it will not harm 
competition in the U.S. satellite mar-
ketplace. The President is required to 
consider a whole array of criteria such 
as the owner structure of INTELSAT, 
its independence from the intergovern-
mental organization, and its relin-
quishment of privileges and immuni-
ties. These criteria will ensure that 
INTELSAT is transformed into a com-
mercially competitive company with-
out any unfair advantages. If the pri-
vatization does not occur within the 
time frame provided in my legislation, 
January 1, 2002, the President is re-
quired to withdraw the U.S. from 
INTELSAT. 

I believe that the House and the Sen-
ate, working constructively together, 

can enact international satellite com-
petition legislation this year. In par-
ticular, I want to commend the Chair-
man of the House Commerce Com-
mittee, Representative BLILEY, for all 
the good work he did last Congress in 
passing H.R. 1872 through the House. I 
am confident that our shared objec-
tives will enable us to resolve dif-
ferences on a number of specific issues 
and obtain the broad, bipartisan sup-
port needed to move this legislation 
quickly. I especially look forward to 
working with my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle in the Senate to 
reaching swift agreement on this bill 
which will enhance America’s competi-
tive position as we enter the 21st cen-
tury.∑ 

By Mr. ENZI: 

S. 377. A bill to eliminate the special 
reserve funds created for the Savings 
Association Insurance Fund and the 
Deposit Insurance Fund, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

SAIF SPECIAL RESERVE ELIMINATION BILL 

∑ Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to in-
troduce legislation on behalf of myself 
and the Senator from South Dakota, 
Senator JOHNSON. This legislation 
would eliminate the Savings Associa-
tion Insurance Fund (SAIF) special re-
serve. The Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation (FDIC) has indicated that 
this is one of their top priorities. We 
feel this legislation is important be-
cause capitalization of the special re-
serve could potentially destabilize the 
SAIF. 

The Special Reserve of the Savings 
Association Insurance Fund (SAIF) was 
established on January 1, 1999. It was 
created by the Deposit Insurance Act 
of 1996 to provide a backup to the SAIF 
and further protect the taxpayers from 
another costly bailout of failed finan-
cial institutions. The law stipulated 
that the amount in the SAIF special 
reserve should equal the amount by 
which the SAIF reserve ratio exceeded 
the designated reserve ratio on Janu-
ary 1, 1999. The designated reserve 
ratio is 1.25 percent of estimated in-
sured deposits. As a result, on January 
first of this year, about $1 billion was 
transferred from the SAIF to the spe-
cial reserve of the SAIF. Now the 
SAIF, because it does not include the 
amount set aside in the special reserve, 
is capitalized at 1.25 percent of insured 
deposits. 

The problem with this newly estab-
lished special reserve is that it has the 
potential to destabilize the SAIF. 
Since $1 billion was transferred into 
the special reserve, thereby reducing 
the SAIF to the minimum required re-
serve level of 1.25 percent, the chances 
that the reserve ratio could drop below 
that level due to adverse circumstances 
has increased significantly. If this ever 
occurs, the FDIC may assess new insur-
ance premiums since the 1996 amend-
ments do not allow the special reserve 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1277 February 4, 1999 
funds to be used in the calculation of 
the SAIF. And new premium on thrifts 
resulting from the special reserve 
would be unfair and discriminatory. 

In addition, the special reserve funds 
cannot be used unless the SAIF reach-
ers a dangerously low level. Current 
law does not allow the FDIC to access 
the funds in the special reserve until 
the reserve ratio reaches 0.625 percent 
of the designated ratio, and the FDIC 
expects the ratio to remain at or below 
that level for each of the next four 
quarters. This does not allow the FDIC 
to properly manage the SAIF. 

The Enzi/Johnson bill also makes 
conforming and technical amendments 
requested by the FDIC. These changes 
would delete provisions of the Deposit 
Insurance Act of 1996 relating to the 
merger of the two deposit insurance 
funds. The Bank Insurance Fund (BIF) 
and the SAIF were not merged by the 
target date of January 1, 1999, because 
savings associations are still in exist-
ence. Therefore, these provisions are 
unnecessary. 

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues 
to pass this vitally important legisla-
tion before a change in the SAIF would 
create a budgetary impact. It rep-
resents an appropriate solution to what 
could be a major deposit insurance 
problem.∑ 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him-
self, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. WYDEN, 
Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. BINGA-
MAN): 

S. 379. A bill to amend title 49, 
United States Code, to authorize the 
Secretary of Transportation to imple-
ment a pilot program to improve ac-
cess to the national transportation sys-
tem for small communities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

THE AIR SERVICE RESTORATION ACT OF 1999 
∑ Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to introduce the Air 
Service Restoration Act of 1999, to-
gether with my colleagues Senators 
DORGAN, WYDEN, HARKIN and BINGA-
MAN. 

In the past several years there has 
been a growing debate in the Congress 
and across the nation about the state 
of our aviation industry. The primary 
concerns heard again and again are 
that a decline in air service to small 
and rural communities and increasing 
consolidation among airlines and in 
certain essential markets are hurting 
consumers and stifling economic devel-
opment. 

I know these concerns well from the 
experience of my home State of West 
Virginia. By virtually any measure 
West Virginia is the State that has 
been hardest hit by air service declines 
in the twenty years since deregulation. 
With the notable exception of a few im-
portant upgrades and new opportuni-
ties in the last year, West Virginia’s 
air service has been far inferior to that 
provided other communities—the 
planes are uncomfortable, the prices 

are high, and the schedules are thin 
and subject to frequent cancellations. 
As a result, at a time when the rest of 
the nation has experienced a 75 percent 
increase in air traffic, passenger 
enplanements statewide in West Vir-
ginia have declined by nearly 40 per-
cent. 

The real tragedy of poor air service 
isn’t passenger inconvenience or frus-
tration, however, it’s the negative im-
pact on economic development. In to-
day’s global marketplace air service 
has become the single most important 
mode of transportation. When it comes 
to economic growth, there is no sub-
stitute for good air service, and the 
lack of quality, affordable service can 
and does hold us back, stunting eco-
nomic growth in West Virginia just as 
it does in small and rural communities 
across the country. We must act now to 
stem this tide—to restore and promote 
air service to under-served areas—or 
we will never be able to close the gap 
in a meaningful and sustained way. 

This legislation is designed not only 
to build on the successes of airline de-
regulation but also to take responsi-
bility for its failures. It contains four 
major provisions: 

First, the centerpiece of the bill is a 
five-year $100 million pilot program for 
up to 40 small and under-served com-
munities, with grants of up to $500,000 
to each community for local initiatives 
to attract and promote service. 

Second, the Department of Transpor-
tation would have the authority to fa-
cilitate links between pilot commu-
nities and major airports by requiring 
joint fares and interline agreements 
between dominant airlines at hub air-
ports and new service providers at 
under-served airports. 

Third, to address a key infrastruc-
ture concern of small and rural air-
ports, the bill establishes a pilot pro-
gram allowing communities facing the 
loss of an air traffic control tower to 
instead share the cost of funding the 
tower, on a contract basis, in propor-
tion to the cost-benefit ratio of the 
tower. 

Fourth, the bill calls on the Depart-
ment of Transportation to review air-
line industry marketing practices— 
practices which many believe are exac-
erbating the decline in air service to 
small communities—and, if necessary, 
promulgate regulations to curb abuses. 

The legislation we introduce today 
should begin to afford small and rural 
community air service the priority 
they deserve in our national transpor-
tation policy. It is similar to a bill I 
and my colleagues introduced last 
year, many provisions of which were 
adopted by the full Senate in the failed 
FAA and AIP reauthorization bill of 
1998. Variations on some of these provi-
sions have also been included in the 
1999 reauthorization bill introduced 
last month by Senators MCCAIN, HOL-
LINGS, GORTON and myself. I am hopeful 
that we will successfully enact this leg-
islation, to protect and restore small 
community air service, this year. 

Admittedly, airline deregulation has 
been a real success story in much of 
the nation, with lower fares, better 
service, and more choices for many 
passengers, as well as tremendous fi-
nancial success and stability for com-
mercial airlines. But as I have said in 
the past, airline deregulation has hand-
ed out the benefits of air travel un-
evenly, and we face today an ever-wid-
ening gap between the air transpor-
tation ‘‘haves’’ and ‘‘have-nots’’. We in 
the Congress have a responsibility to 
foster and maintain a truly national 
air transportation system, and we fail 
our small and rural communities when 
we leave them with the choice between 
high-cost, poor-quality service or no 
service at all. 

This legislation and this year offer a 
real opportunity to re-double our ef-
forts to connect small and rural com-
munities to our air transportation sys-
tem in a meaningful way. I commend 
the efforts of Senators DORGAN, WYDEN, 
HARKIN and BINGAMAN to solve this 
daunting national problem, and I hope 
our colleagues will join us in the en-
deavor. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 379 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Air Service 
Restoration Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 
(1) a national transportation system pro-

viding safe, high quality service to all areas 
of the United States is essential to inter-
state commerce and the economic well-being 
of cities and towns throughout the United 
States; 

(2) taxpayers throughout the United States 
have supported and helped to fund the 
United States aviation infrastructure and 
have a right to expect that aviation services 
will be provided in an equitable and fair 
manner to every region of the country; 

(3) some communities have not benefited 
from airline deregulation and access to es-
sential airports and air services has been 
limited; 

(4) air service to a number of small com-
munities has suffered since deregulation; 

(5) studies by the Department of Transpor-
tation have documented that, since the air-
line industry was deregulated in 1978— 

(A) 34 small communities have lost service 
and many small communities have had jet 
aircraft service replaced by turboprop air-
craft service; 

(B) out of a total of 320 small communities, 
the number of small communities being 
served by major air carriers declined from 
213 in 1978 to 33 in 1995; 

(C) the number of small communities re-
ceiving service to only one major hub airport 
increased from 79 in 1978 to 134 in 1995; and 

(D) the number of small communities re-
ceiving multiple-carrier service decreased 
from 136 in 1978 to 122 in 1995; and 

(6) improving air service to small- and me-
dium-sized communities that have not bene-
fited from fare reductions and improved 
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service since deregulation will likely entail a 
range of Federal, State, regional, local, and 
private sector initiatives. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to facilitate, 
through a pilot program, incentives and 
projects that will help communities to im-
prove their access to the essential airport fa-
cilities of the national air transportation 
system through public-private partnerships 
and to identify and establish ways to over-
come the unique policy, economic, geo-
graphic, and marketplace factors that may 
inhibit the availability of quality, affordable 
air service to small communities. 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF SMALL COMMUNITY 

AVIATION DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Section 102 is amended by adding at the 

end thereof the following: 
‘‘(g) SMALL COMMUNITY AIR SERVICE DEVEL-

OPMENT PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish a 5-year pilot aviation development 
program to be administered by a program di-
rector designated by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) FUNCTIONS.—The program director 
shall— 

‘‘(A) function as a facilitator between 
small communities and air carriers; 

‘‘(B) carry out section 41743 of this title; 
‘‘(C) carry out the airline service restora-

tion program under sections 41744, 41745, and 
41746 of this title; 

‘‘(D) ensure that the Bureau of Transpor-
tation Statistics collects data on passenger 
information to assess the service needs of 
small communities; 

‘‘(E) work with and coordinate efforts with 
other Federal, State, and local agencies to 
increase the viability of service to small 
communities and the creation of aviation de-
velopment zones; and 

‘‘(F) provide policy recommendations to 
the Secretary and the Congress that will en-
sure that small communities have access to 
quality, affordable air transportation serv-
ices. 

‘‘(3) REPORTS.—The program director shall 
provide an annual report to the Secretary 
and the Congress beginning in 2000 that— 

‘‘(A) analyzes the availability of air trans-
portation services in small communities, in-
cluding, but not limited to, an assessment of 
the air fares charged for air transportation 
services in small communities compared to 
air fares charged for air transportation serv-
ices in larger metropolitan areas and an as-
sessment of the levels of service, measured 
by types of aircraft used, the availability of 
seats, and scheduling of flights, provided to 
small communities. 

‘‘(B) identifies the policy, economic, geo-
graphic and marketplace factors that inhibit 
the availability of quality, affordable air 
transportation services to small commu-
nities; and 

‘‘(C) provides policy recommendations to 
address the policy, economic, geographic and 
marketplace factors inhibiting the avail-
ability of quality, affordable air transpor-
tation services to small communities.’’. 
SEC. 5. COMMUNITY-CARRIER AIR SERVICE PRO-

GRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 

417 is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: 
‘‘§ 41743. Air service program for small com-

munities 
‘‘(a) COMMUNITIES PROGRAM.—Under advi-

sory guidelines prescribed by the Secretary 
of Transportation, a small community or a 
consortia of small communities or a State 
may develop an assessment of its air service 
requirements, in such form as the program 
director designated by the Secretary under 
section 102(g) may require, and submit the 
assessment and service proposal to the pro-
gram director. 

‘‘(b) SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS.—In se-
lecting community programs for participa-
tion in the communities program under sub-
section (a), the program director shall apply 
criteria, including geographical diversity 
and the presentation of unique cir-
cumstances, that will demonstrate the feasi-
bility of the program. For purposes of this 
subsection, the application of geographical 
diversity criteria means criteria that— 

‘‘(1) will promote the development of a na-
tional air transportation system; and 

‘‘(2) will involve the participation of com-
munities in all regions of the country. 

‘‘(c) CARRIERS PROGRAM.—The program di-
rector shall invite part 121 air carriers and 
regional/commuter carriers (as such terms 
are defined in section 41715(d) of this title) to 
offer service proposals in response to, or in 
conjunction with, community aircraft serv-
ice assessments submitted to the office 
under subsection (a). A service proposal 
under this paragraph shall include— 

‘‘(1) an assessment of potential daily pas-
senger traffic, revenues, and costs necessary 
for the carrier to offer the service; 

‘‘(2) a forecast of the minimum percentage 
of that traffic the carrier would require the 
community to garner in order for the carrier 
to start up and maintain the service; and 

‘‘(3) the costs and benefits of providing jet 
service by regional or other jet aircraft. 

‘‘(d) PROGRAM SUPPORT FUNCTION.—The 
program director shall work with small com-
munities and air carriers, taking into ac-
count their proposals and needs, to facilitate 
the initiation of service. The program direc-
tor— 

‘‘(1) may work with communities to de-
velop innovative means and incentives for 
the initiation of service; 

‘‘(2) may obligate funds authorized under 
section 6 of the Air Service Restoration Act 
to carry out this section; 

‘‘(3) shall continue to work with both the 
carriers and the communities to develop a 
combination of community incentives and 
carrier service levels that— 

‘‘(A) are acceptable to communities and 
carriers; and 

‘‘(B) do not conflict with other Federal or 
State programs to facilitate air transpor-
tation to the communities; 

‘‘(4) designate an airport in the program as 
an Air Service Development Zone and work 
with the community on means to attract 
business to the area surrounding the airport, 
to develop land use options for the area, and 
provide data, working with the Department 
of Commerce and other agencies; 

‘‘(5) take such other action under this 
chapter as may be appropriate. 

‘‘(e) LIMITATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) COMMUNITY SUPPORT.—The program di-

rector may not provide financial assistance 
under subsection (c)(2) to any community 
unless the program director determines 
that— 

‘‘(A) a public-private partnership exists at 
the community level to carry out the com-
munity’s proposal; 

‘‘(B) the community will make a substan-
tial financial contribution that is appro-
priate for that community’s resources, but of 
not less than 25 percent of the cost of the 
project in any event; 

‘‘(C) the community has established an 
open process for soliciting air service pro-
posals; and 

‘‘(D) the community will accord similar 
benefits to air carriers that are similarly sit-
uated. 

‘‘(2) AMOUNT.—The program director may 
not obligate more than $100,000,000 of the 
amounts authorized under section 6 of the 
Air Service Restoration Act over the 5 years 
of the program. 

‘‘(3) NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS.—The pro-
gram established under subsection (a) shall 

not involve more than 40 communities or 
consortia of communities. 

‘‘(f) REPORT.—The program director shall 
report through the Secretary to the Congress 
annually on the progress made under this 
section during the preceding year in expand-
ing commercial aviation service to smaller 
communities. 
‘‘§ 41744. Pilot program project authority 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The program director 
designated by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation under section 102(g)(1) shall establish 
a 5-year pilot program— 

‘‘(1) to assist communities and States with 
inadequate access to the national transpor-
tation system to improve their access to 
that system; and 

‘‘(2) to facilitate better air service link-ups 
to support the improved access. 

‘‘(b) PROJECT AUTHORITY.—Under the pilot 
program established pursuant to subsection 
(a), the program director may— 

‘‘(1) out of amounts authorized under sec-
tion 6 of the Air Service Restoration Act, 
provide financial assistance by way of grants 
to small communities or consortia of small 
communities under section 41743 of up to 
$500,000 per year; and 

‘‘(2) take such other action as may be ap-
propriate. 

‘‘(c) OTHER ACTION.—Under the pilot pro-
gram established pursuant to subsection (a), 
the program director may facilitate service 
by— 

‘‘(1) working with airports and air carriers 
to ensure that appropriate facilities are 
made available at essential airports; 

‘‘(2) collecting data on air carrier service 
to small communities; and 

‘‘(3) providing policy recommendations to 
the Secretary to stimulate air service and 
competition to small communities. 

‘‘(d) ADDITIONAL ACTION.—Unsder the pilot 
program established pursuant to subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall work with air car-
riers providing service to participating com-
munities and major air carriers serving large 
hub airports (as defined in section 41731(a)(3)) 
to facilitate joint fare arrangements con-
sistent with normal industry practice. 
‘‘§ 41745. Assistance to communities for serv-

ice 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Financial assistance 

provided under section 41743 during any fis-
cal year as part of the pilot program estab-
lished under section 41744(a) shall be imple-
ment for not more than— 

‘‘(1) 4 communities within any State at 
any given time; and 

‘‘(2) 40 communities in the entire program 
at any time. 
For purposes of this subsection, a consor-
tium of communities shall be treated as a 
single community. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBILITY.—In order to participate 
in a pilot project under this subchapter, a 
State, community, or group of communities 
shall apply to the Secretary in such form 
and at such time, and shall supply such in-
formation, as the Secretary may require, and 
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that— 

‘‘(1) the applicant has an identifiable need 
for access, or improved access, to the na-
tional air transportation system that would 
benefit the public; 

‘‘(2) the pilot project will provide material 
benefits to a broad section of the travelling 
public, businesses, educational institutions, 
and other enterprises whose access to the na-
tional air transportation system is limited; 

‘‘(3) the pilot project will not impede com-
petition; and 

(4) the applicant has established, or will es-
tablish, public-private partnerships in con-
nection with the pilot project to facilitate 
service to the public. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1279 February 4, 1999 
‘‘(c) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROVISIONS 

OF SUBCHAPTER.—The Secretary shall carry 
out the 5-year pilot program authorized by 
this subchapter in such a manner as to com-
plement action taken under the other provi-
sions of this subchapter. To the extent the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate, the 
Secretary may adopt criteria for implemen-
tation of the 5-year pilot program that are 
the same as, or similar to, the criteria devel-
oped under the preceding sections of this 
subchapter for determining which airports 
are eligible under those sections. The Sec-
retary shall also, to the extent possible, pro-
vide incentives where no direct, viable, and 
feasible alternative service exists, taking 
into account geographical diversity and ap-
propriate market definitions. 

‘‘(d) MAXIMIZATION OF PARTICIPATION.—The 
Secretary shall structure the program estab-
lished pursuant to section 41744(a) in a way 
designed to— 

‘‘(1) permit the participation of the max-
imum feasible number of communities and 
States over a 5-year period by limiting the 
number of years of participation or other-
wise; and 

‘‘(2) obtain the greatest possible leverage 
from the financial resources available to the 
Secretary and the applicant by— 

‘‘(A) progressively decreasing, on a project- 
by-project basis, any Federal financial incen-
tives provided under this chapter over the 5- 
year period; and 

‘‘(B) terminating as early as feasible Fed-
eral financial incentives for any project de-
termined by the Secretary after its imple-
mentation to be— 

‘‘(i) viable without further support under 
this subchapter; or 

‘‘(ii) failing to meet the purposes of this 
chapter or criteria established by the Sec-
retary under the pilot program. 

‘‘(e) SUCCESS BONUS.—If Federal financial 
incentives to a community are terminated 
under subsection (d)(2)(B) because of the suc-
cess of the program in that community, then 
that community may receive a one-time in-
centive grant to ensure the continued suc-
cess of that program. 

‘‘(f) PROGRAM TO TERMINATE IN 5 YEARS.— 
No new financial assistance may be provided 
under this subchapter for any fiscal year be-
ginning more than 5 years after the date of 
enactment of the Air Service Restoration 
Act. 
‘‘§ 41746. Additional authority 

‘‘In carrying out this chapter, the Sec-
retary— 

‘‘(1) may provide assistance to States and 
communities in the design and application 
phase of any project under this chapter, and 
oversee the implementation of any such 
project; 

‘‘(2) may assist States and communities in 
putting together projects under this chapter 
to utilize private sector resources, other 
Federal resources, or a combination of public 
and private resources; 

‘‘(3) may accord priority to service by jet 
aircraft; 

‘‘(4) take such action as may be necessary 
to ensure that financial resources, facilities, 
and administrative arrangements made 
under this chapter are used to carry out the 
purposes of the Air Service Restoration Act; 
and 

‘‘(5) shall work with the Federal Aviation 
Administration on airport and air traffic 
control needs of communities in the pro-
gram. 
‘‘§ 41747. Air traffic control services pilot pro-

gram 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To further facilitate the 

use of, and improve the safety at, small air-
ports, the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration shall establish a 

pilot program to contract for Level I air 
traffic control services at 20 facilities not el-
igible for participation in the Federal Con-
tract Tower Program. 

‘‘(b) PROGRAM COMPONENTS.—In carrying 
out the pilot program established under sub-
section (a), the Administrator may— 

‘‘(1) utilize current, actual, site-specific 
data, forecast estimates, or airport system 
plan data provided by a facility owner or op-
erator; 

‘‘(2) take into consideration unique avia-
tion safety, weather, strategic national in-
terest, disaster relief, medical and other 
emergency management relief services, sta-
tus of regional airline service, and related 
factors at the facility; 

‘‘(3) approve for participation any facility 
willing to fund a pro rata share of the oper-
ating costs used by the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration to calculate, and, as necessary, 
a 1:1 benefit-to-cost ration, as required for 
eligibility under the Federal Contract Tower 
Program; and 

‘‘(4) approve for participation no more than 
3 facilities willing to fund a pro rata share of 
construction costs for an air traffic control 
tower so as to achieve, at a minimum, a 1:1 
benefit-to-cost ratio, as required for eligi-
bility under the Federal Contract Tower Pro-
gram, and for each of such facilities the Fed-
eral share of construction costs does not ex-
ceed $1,000,000. 

‘‘(c) REPORT.—One year before the pilot 
program established under subsection (a) 
terminates, the Administrator shall report 
to the Congress on the effectiveness of the 
program, with particular emphasis on the 
safety and economic benefits provided to 
program participants and the national air 
transportation system.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for subchapter II of chapter 417 is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 41742 the following: 

‘‘41743. Air service program for small com-
munities. 

‘‘41744. Pilot program project authority. 
‘‘41745. Assistance to communities for serv-

ice. 
‘‘41746. Additional authority. 
‘‘41747. Air traffic control services pilot pro-

gram.’’. 

(c) WAIVER OF LOCAL CONTRIBUTION.—Sec-
tion 41736(b) is amended by inserting after 
paragraph (4) the following: 

‘‘Paragraph (4) does not apply to any com-
munity approved for service under this sec-
tion during the period beginning October 1, 
1991, and ending December 31, 1997.’’. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of Transportation such sums 
as may be necessary to carry out section 
41747 of title 49, United States Code. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

To carry out sections 41743 through 41746 of 
title 49, United States Code, for the 4 fiscal- 
year period beginning with fiscal year 2000 
there are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of Transportation not more 
than $100,000,000. 
SEC. 7. MARKETING PRACTICES. 

Section 41712 is amended by— 
(1) inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 

‘‘On’’; and 
(2) adding at the end thereof the following: 
‘‘(b) MARKETING PRACTICES THAT AD-

VERSELY AFFECT SERVICE TO SMALL OR ME-
DIUM COMMUNITIES.—Within 180 days after 
the date of enactment of the Air Service Res-
toration Act, the Secretary shall review the 
marketing practices of air carriers that may 
inhibit the availability of quality, affordable 
air transportation services to small and me-
dium-sized communities, including— 

‘‘(1) marketing arrangements between air-
lines and travel agents; 

‘‘(2) code-sharing partnerships; 
‘‘(3) computer reservation system displays; 
‘‘(4) gate arrangements at airports; 
‘‘(5) exclusive dealing arrangements; and 
‘‘(6) any other marketing practice that 

may have the same effect. 
‘‘(c) REGULATIONS.—If the Secretary finds, 

after conducting the review required by sub-
section (b), that marketing practices inhibit 
the availability of such service to such com-
munities, then, after public notice and an op-
portunity for comment, the Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations that address the 
problem.’’. 
SEC. 8. NONDISCRIMINATORY INTERLINE INTER-

CONNECTION REQUIREMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 

417 is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: 
‘‘§ 41717. Interline agreements for domestic 

transportation 
‘‘(a) NONDISCRIMINATORY REQUIREMENTS.— 

If a major air carrier that provides air serv-
ice to an essential airport facility has any 
agreement involving ticketing, baggage and 
ground handling, and terminal and gate ac-
cess with another carrier, it shall provide 
the same services to any requesting air car-
rier that offers service to a community se-
lected for participation in the program under 
section 41743 under similar terms and condi-
tions and on a nondiscriminatory basis with-
in 30 days after receiving the request, as long 
as the requesting air carrier meets such safe-
ty, service, financial, and maintenance re-
quirements, if any, as the Secretary may by 
regulation establish consistent with public 
convenience and necessity. The Secretary 
must review any proposed agreement to de-
termine if the requesting carrier meets oper-
ational requirements consistent with the 
rules, procedures, and policies of the major 
carrier. This agreement may be terminated 
by either party in the event of failure to 
meet the standards and conditions outlined 
in the agreement. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section the term 
‘essential airport facility’ means a large hub 
airport (as defined in section 41731(a)(3)) in 
the contiguous 48 States in which one carrier 
has more than 50 percent of such airport’s 
total annual enplanements.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for subchapter I of chapter 417 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 
‘‘41717. Interline agreements for domestic 

transportation.’’.∑ 

∑ Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce legislation today, 
along with other colleagues, that is de-
signed to inject more airline competi-
tion and improve air service to small 
communities. Since the deregulation of 
the airline industry two decades ago, 
hundreds of small communities have 
experienced service degradation and 
many have lost service altogether. 
Vast geographic regions of our country 
have suffered unacceptable geographic 
isolation as the airlines have with-
drawn service in smaller communities. 
This trend needs the serious attention 
of the Congress and the Department of 
Transportation. 

Included in this legislation are sev-
eral provisions designed to promote 
airline competition and develop air 
service to the many rural areas of the 
country that have suffered the con-
sequences of laissez-faire deregulation. 
The consequence can be summed up in 
one phrase: ‘‘unregulated monopolies.’’ 
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Unregulated monopolies result in a 

number of effects: (1) higher prices and 
fewer choices for consumers and (2) the 
elimination of competition and the es-
tablishment of entry barriers that 
make competition a nearly impossible 
task. 

While deregulation has been a won-
derful success for the people who travel 
between the major metropolitan areas 
of the country, it has been an unmiti-
gated disaster for most rural areas and 
smaller communities. Transportation 
Department studies have documented 
that 167 communities has lost air serv-
ice in the past two decades and hun-
dreds have suffered service degradation 
manifested by loss of jet service or loss 
of access to a major hub airport. 

In a report by the General Account-
ing Office issued in October, 1997 enti-
tled, ‘‘Airline Deregulation: Barriers to 
Entry Continue to Limit Competition 
in Several Key Domestic Markets’’ 
[GAO/RCED–97–4], operating limita-
tions and marketing practices of large, 
dominate carriers restrict entry and 
competition to an extent not antici-
pated by Congress when it deregulated 
the airline industry. The GAO identi-
fied a number of entry barriers and 
anti-competitive practices which are 
stifling competition and contributing 
to higher fares. The GAO issued a simi-
lar report in 1990 and the 1996 report 
said that not only has the situation not 
improved for new entrants, but things 
have gotten worse. 

These mega carriers have created 
theifdoms, securing dominate market 
shares at regional hubs. Since deregu-
lation, all major airlines have created 
hub-and-spoke systems where they fun-
nel arrivals and departures though hub 
airports where they dominate traffic. 
Today, all but 3 hubs are dominated by 
a single airline where the carrier has 
between 60 and 90 percent of all the ar-
rivals, departures, and passengers at 
the hub. 

The fact is that deregulation has lead 
to greater concentration and stifling 
competition. The legislative history of 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 shows 
that Congress was as deeply concerned 
about destructive competition as it 
was with the monopolization of air 
transportation services. Thus, the CAA 
sought to ensure that a competitive 
economic environment existed. As we 
can see, deregulation is realizing the 
fears anticipated by the Congress in 
1938. Competition has not become the 
general rule. Rather, competition is 
the exception in an unregulated mar-
ket controlled largely by regional mo-
nopolies. 

Deregulation has also resulted in dis-
proportionate air fares. It has been 
demonstrated that hub concentration 
has translated into higher fares and 
rural communities that are dependent 
upon concentrated hubs have seen 
higher fares. 

Studies from DOT and the GAO have 
demonstrated that in the 15 out of 18 
hubs in which a single carrier controls 
more than 50% of the traffic, pas-

sengers are paying more than the in-
dustry norm. The GAO studied 1988 
fares at 15 concentrated airports and 
compared those with fares at 38 com-
petitive hub airports. The GAO found 
that fares at the concentrated hubs 
were 27% higher. 

The difference between regulation 
and deregulation is not a change from 
monopoly control to free market com-
petition. Rather, the change is from 
having regulated monopolies serving 
93% of the market to deregulated mo-
nopolies serving 85% of the market, ac-
cording to Dempsey. Today, nearly 
two-thirds of our nation’s city-pairs 
are unregulated monopolies where a 
monopoly carrier can charge whatever 
they wish in 2 our of 3 city-pairs in the 
domestic market. 

A January 1991 GAO Report on Fares 
and Concentration at Small-City Air-
ports found that passengers flying from 
small-city airports on average paid 34 
percent more when they flew to a 
major airport dominated by one or two 
airlines than when they flew to a major 
airport that was not concentrated. The 
report also found that when both the 
small airport and the major hub were 
concentrated, fares were 42 percent 
higher than if there was competition at 
both ends. 

A July 1993 GAO Report on Airline 
Competition concluded that airline 
passengers generally pay higher fares 
at 14 concentrated airports than at air-
ports with more competition. The re-
port found that fares at concentrated 
airports were about 22 percent higher 
than fares at 35 less concentrated air-
ports. The same report found that the 
number of destinations served directly 
by only one airline rose 56 percent to 64 
percent from 1985 to 1992, while the 
number of destinations served by 3 or 
more airlines fell from 19% to 11% dur-
ing that same period. This report con-
firmed similar conclusion reached in 
previous GAO studies conducted in 1989 
and 1990. 

The fact is that deregulation, while 
paving the road to concentration and 
consolidation, has allowed regional 
monopolies to control prices in non- 
competitive markets. While the en-
trance of low cost carriers has intro-
duced competition in dense markets, 
the main difference between today and 
pre-deregulation is that the monopolies 
are unregulated. 

Concentration, not competition, is 
the current trend in the airline indus-
try. In 1938, when the Federal Govern-
ment began to regulate air transpor-
tation services, there were 16 carriers 
who accounted for all the total traffic 
in the U.S. domestic market. By 1978 
(the year Congress passed deregulation 
legislation) the same 16 carriers (re-
duced to 11 through mergers) still ac-
counted for 94% of the total traffic. 

Today, those same 11 carriers (now 
reduced to 7 through mergers and 
bankruptcies) account for over 80% of 
the total traffic [measured in terms of 
revenue passenger miles]. When these 7 
carriers (American; Continental; Delta; 

Northwest; United; and US Air) are 
combined with their code-share part-
ner, they account for more than 95% of 
the total air traffics in the domestic 
U.S. 

One expert estimated in 1992 that 
since deregulation, over 120 new air-
lines appeared. However, more than 200 
have gone bankrupt or been acquired in 
mergers. 

Between 1970 and 1988, there were 51 
airline mergers and acquisitions—20 of 
those were approved by the Depart-
ment of Transportation after 1985, 
when it assumed all jurisdiction over 
merger and acquisition requests. In 
fact, DOT approved every airline merg-
er submitted to it after it assumed ju-
risdiction over mergers from the Civil 
Aeronautics Board in 1984. Fifteen 
independent airlines operating at the 
beginning of 1986 had been merged into 
six mega carriers by the end of 1987. 
And, these six carriers increased their 
market share from 71.3% in 1978 to 
80.5% in 1990. 

At a hearing last year in the Senate 
Commerce Committee, Alfred Kahn, 
the father of airline deregulation, tes-
tified and offered some interesting re-
flections on the results of airline de-
regulation. I recounted for him the un-
precedented concentration in the mar-
ket that was fostered by the deregula-
tion he helped create and asked him if 
he foresaw this and if the competition 
he expected to merge has been realized. 
He responded with great disappoint-
ment saying that the industry con-
centration has perverted the purpose of 
deregulation and he pinned much of the 
blame for this result on the mergers. 
He said: ‘‘While I do not want to men-
tion anyone by name, but one of the 
problems is that there was one Sec-
retary of Transportation who never 
met a merger she did not like.’’ 

These mega carriers have created 
competition free zones, securing domi-
nate market shares at regional hubs. 
Since deregulation, all major airlines 
have created hub-and-spoke systems 
where they funnel arrivals and depar-
tures though hub airports where they 
dominate traffic. Today, all but 3 hubs 
are dominated by a single airline where 
the carrier has between 60 and 90 per-
cent of all the arrivals, departures, and 
passengers at the hub. 

The non-aggression pacts between 
the major airline carriers are also 
being manifested in code-share part-
nerships—which are virtual mergers— 
where they pledge not to compete but 
to combine their route systems to fur-
ther solidify their control over their 
regional monopolies. 

Northwest has announced a deal with 
Continental; while United and Delta 
are teaming up; and American and US 
Air are establishing a partnership. 
While code-share partnerships are not 
mergers, but the impact on market 
concentration may be the same. 

The proposed partnerships between 
the major carriers (and their code- 
share partners) will have the following 
shares of the U.S. domestic market: 
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Delta/United: 35 percent; American/ 

US Air: 26 percent; and Northwest/Con-
tinental: 21 percent for a total of 82 
percent. 

In contrast, the rest of the carriers 
share less than 20% combined—the 
largest share of which is Southwest 
Airlines at 6.4%. 

This legislation would establish the 
Small Community Air Service Develop-
ment Program which could go a long 
way to address the small community 
air service problems. Earlier this year, 
Senator MCCAIN and others introduced 
S. 82, the ‘‘Air Transportation Im-
provement Act,’’ which contains provi-
sions establishing this program. How-
ever, the authorization level proposed 
in that legislation does not provide 
adequate enough resources for this 
demonstration program to make much 
of a difference. Thus, this bill would es-
tablish a 5-year pilot program, author-
ized at $20 million per year—which is 
half the amount currently provided an-
nually to the Essential Air Service 
Program. In contrast, S. 82 provides 
only $30 million total over a 4-year pe-
riod. At that level, very few commu-
nities will be able to participate and 
their air service deficiencies will unfor-
tunately continue. 

In addition, the bill requires the De-
partment of Transportation to review 
the marketing practices of the major 
airlines and to take action to rectify 
problems that impede air service to 
small and medium sized communities. 
Numerous GAO reports have high-
lighted the anti-competitive nature of 
some airline policies toward travel 
agents; bias in computer reservation 
systems; and certain gate arrange-
ments at some airports. These barriers 
to entry need to be addressed and this 
legislation would address those prob-
lems. 

This measure also includes a provi-
sion to facilitate air service to under- 
served communities and encourage air-
line competition through non-discrimi-
natory interconnection requirements 
between air carriers. This provision 
simply imposes a nondiscrimination re-
quirement on air carriers with market 
dominance at large hub airports— 
which are the bottleneck access points 
to the national air transportation sys-
tem—with respect to interline agree-
ments in order to allow competitors to 
interconnect into the large hub air-
ports. Interline arrangements will 
allow passengers to move more effi-
ciently between carriers when transfer-
ring between while maintaining the 
independent identities of competing 
carriers. 

Barriers to competition in the airline 
industry have grown more insurmount-
able under the hub and spoke system 
where the major carriers dominate the 
large hubs, granting them regional mo-
nopolies. These dominate carriers are 
selective with their cooperation with 
other carriers; limiting their interline 
and joint fare agreements only to car-
riers that will not directly compete 
with them. In a circumstance where a 

major airline dominates access to the 
large hub airports, carriers not af-
forded the cooperation of the major 
airlines face an insurmountable barrier 
to entry. 

The principle of this amendment is 
simple: if an air carrier has market 
dominance at a large hub airport, then 
that carrier cannot discriminate 
amongst carriers with whom it pro-
vides cooperation to allow passengers 
to transfer between each carrier’s net-
work at the dominate hub. This amend-
ment would not impose any code-shar-
ing or other business agreements on 
marketing or promotion. Rather, it re-
quires cooperation and prevents anti- 
competitive discrimination with re-
spect to interline agreements between 
carriers. 

The principle underlying this provi-
sion is similar to the fundamental prin-
ciple driving local competition in tele-
communications markets. When Con-
gress de-regulated the telecommuni-
cations industry three years ago, the 
fundamental element to promote com-
petition in that legislation was the re-
quirement that the incumbent carriers 
would be required, by law, to allow 
their competitors to interconnect into 
their network. In a situation where the 
incumbent dominates or controls the 
local bottleneck (in phone service it is 
the local loop and in aviation it is the 
large hub airports through which most 
all air traffic flows) the only way to 
permit competition is to require inter-
connection. If the incumbent carriers 
are permitted to exclude passengers 
from competing airlines to flow be-
tween their system and that of their 
competitors, the major carriers that 
dominate the hubs will ensure that 
there is no possibility of successful 
competition. 

The interline provision is similar to 
the interconnection requirements im-
posed upon local phone monopolies. In 
order to develop competition in the 
local market, we had to impose, by 
law, the requirement that the monop-
oly must allow its competitors to 
interconnect into their networks. The 
interline provision is the aviation 
equivalent of that requirement (except 
that under this provision, the only re-
quirement is that dominant carriers 
who control access to the air service 
bottlenecks cannot discriminate 
amongst the carriers it provides co-
operation to permit passengers to 
transfer between networks). In light of 
what has been required of other indus-
tries under the goal of promoting com-
petition (e.g., telecommunications), a 
non-discriminatory interline require-
ment makes sense if one wants to see a 
competitive industry. 

This provision is not about re-regula-
tion—it is about fulfilling the goal of 
deregulation by encouraging competi-
tion and allowing competition to be 
the regulator. Fostering competition is 
a mandate of the Airline Deregulation 
Act. This amendment is consistent 
with the mandate under current law 
that the Secretary foster competition. 

Under the Airline Deregulation Act, 
Section 40101 of Title 49, U.S.C., the De-
partment of Transportation is directed 
to: avoid unreasonable industry con-
centration [Sec. 40101(a)(10)]; encour-
age, develop, and maintain an air 
transportation system relying on ac-
tual and potential competition [Sec. 
40101(a)(12)]; and encourage entry into 
air transportation markets by new and 
existing carriers [Sec. 40101(a)(13)]. 

The interline provision will strength-
en the economic viability of air service 
to small rural communities and en-
hance the ability of regional com-
muters and new entrants to provide es-
sential air service. It also will prevent 
the major airlines from engaging in the 
anti-competitive behavior of excluding 
smaller and new entrants from the na-
tional air transportation network. 

When the Congress eliminated the 
old Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB) in 
1984, there was concern, at that time, 
about the abuses employed by the 
major airlines to selectively use inter-
line agreements as an unfair competi-
tive practice. During the debate on the 
Conference Report on the CAB Sunset 
Act, Congressman Norman Mineta said: 

In recent months there have also been con-
cerns that the larger carriers in the industry 
might use the right to interline with them as 
a device to restrict competition. This could 
be accomplished by selective refusals to 
interline or by selective refusals on reason-
able terms, based on competitive consider-
ations. Under section 411 of the Federal 
Aviation Act, the CAB has authority to act 
against unfair competitive practices arising 
from agreements to interline. The con-
ference bill transfers this authority to the 
Department of Transportation and we expect 
the Department to carefully monitor inter-
lining practices to be sure that there are no 
abuses. This will help preserve the system of 
interlining and the major benefits it brings 
to consumers. 

The only way to allow for competi-
tion in this environment is to impose 
conditions on the major carriers to co-
operate with their competitors. Inter-
line and joint fares are necessary to en-
sure that the dominant carriers will 
not kill potential competitors by deny-
ing them access to the essential facili-
ties of the air transportation industry: 
the major hubs. These facilities have 
been built with public funds and all 
carriers should have access to those fa-
cilities. Interline and joint fares will 
help create that access. 

This legislation is not a silver bullet 
that will alleviate all the air service 
problems facing certain parts of the 
country. However, it does carefully tar-
get certain known problems that im-
pede airline competition and it estab-
lishes a badly needed program to assist 
small communities in improving their 
air service. I hope my colleagues will 
support this legislation.∑ 

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. FRIST, 
Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. THOMPSON, 
Mr. BURNS, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. HELMS, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
THOMAS, Mr. GREGG, Mr. SES-
SIONS, and Mr. MURKOWSKI): 
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S. 380. A bill to reauthorize the Con-

gressional Award Act; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 
THE CONGRESSIONAL AWARD REAUTHORIZATION 

ACT OF 1999 
∑ Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I join my 
colleague from Montana, Mr. BAUCUS, 
today to introduce the Congressional 
Award Reauthorization Act of 1999—a 
bill to reauthorize the Congressional 
Award program for another five years. 

The Congressional Award program 
was first authorized and signed into 
law in 1979. Since then it has received 
the support of Congress and Presidents 
Carter, Reagan, Bush, and Clinton for 
one very simple reason—it helps en-
courage and recognize excellence 
among America’s young people. 

The program is non-competitive; par-
ticipants challenge only themselves. 
Young people from all walks of life and 
levels of ability can work to earn a 
Congressional Award. Participants 
range from the academically and phys-
ically gifted, to those with severe phys-
ical, mental, and socio-economic chal-
lenges. 

The Congressional Award is an 
earned award; young people are not se-
lected for it. Participants strive for ei-
ther a Bronze, Silver, or Gold Award. 
At each level, 50% of the required min-
imum hours to earn the Award are in 
Volunteer Service (a minimum of 100 
hours for Bronze, 200 for Silver, and 400 
for Gold). Since the inception of the 
program, the minimum number of vol-
unteer hours for recipients has exceed-
ed one million hours. All of this time 
was spent improving individual’s lives 
and each of our communities. 

Congressional Award recipients re-
ceive no material reward through the 
program for their efforts except for the 
medal and certificate which are pre-
sented to them in recognition of, and 
thanks for, what they have done. 

There are currently around 2000 
young people from across the country 
pursing the award, with more entering 
the program each day. Each of these 
young people exemplify the qualities of 
commitment to service and citizenship 
that our country embodies, and which 
we promote through our own service in 
Congress. We believe the least we can 
do for them is encourage them in their 
efforts and recognize their achieve-
ments through the Congressional 
Award program. 

The program is one of the best in-
vestments Congress can make. It re-
quires no annual appropriation—all of 
its funding is raised from private 
sources—yet it does so much for so 
many people. 

The authorization for the Congres-
sional Award program expires this 
year. The bill I introduce today will re-
authorize the program for five years 
and make two minor changes in the 
way the program is administered. I en-
courage each one of my colleagues to 
show their support for every young per-
son who has received or is working on 
a Congressional Award by supporting 
this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 380 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL AWARD ACT 

AMENDMENTS OF 1999. 
(a) CHANGE OF ANNUAL REPORTING DATE.— 

Section 3(e) of the Congressional Award Act 
(2 U.S.C. 802(e)) is amended in the first sen-
tence by striking ‘‘April 1’’ and inserting 
‘‘June 1’’. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
4(a)(1) of the Congressional Award Act (2 
U.S.C. 803(a)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraphs (A) and (D), by strik-
ing ‘‘Member of the Congressional Award As-
sociation’’ and inserting ‘‘recipient of the 
Congressional Award’’; and 

(2) in subparagraphs (B) and (C), by strik-
ing ‘‘representative of a local Congressional 
Award Council’’ and inserting ‘‘a local Con-
gressional Award program volunteer’’. 

(c) EXTENSION OF REQUIREMENTS REGARD-
ING FINANCIAL OPERATIONS OF CONGRESSIONAL 
AWARD PROGRAM; NONCOMPLIANCE WITH RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Section 5(c)(2)(A) of the Con-
gressional Award Act (2 U.S.C. 804(c)(2)(A)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and 1998’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004’’. 

(d) TERMINATION.—Section 9 of the Con-
gressional Award Act (2 U.S.C. 808) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘October 1, 1999’’ and insert-
ing October 1, 2004’’.∑ 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 381. A bill to allow certain individ-

uals who provided service to the Armed 
Forces of the United States in the Phil-
ippines during World War II to receive 
a reduced SSI benefit after moving 
back to the Philippines. 

VETERANS LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce a bill that would allow Fili-
pino World War II veterans to receive 
75 percent of their Supplemental Secu-
rity Income (SSI) benefits after moving 
back to the Philippines. The reduced 
benefits reflect the lower cost of living 
and per capita income in the Phil-
ippines. In order to be eligible, Filipino 
veterans must be receiving SSI bene-
fits as of the date of enactment of this 
legislation, and must have served in 
the Philippine Commonwealth Army 
and recognized guerilla units during 
World War II before December 31, 1946. 
Under current law, individuals who re-
ceive SSI benefits must relinquish 
those benefits should they choose to re-
side outside the United States. 

There are approximately 25,000 Fili-
pino veterans who became naturalized 
citizens under the Immigration Act of 
1990. Due to their age, the 1990 Act was 
subsequently amended to allow these 
veterans to be naturalized in the Phil-
ippines. It is unclear how many Fili-
pino veterans reside in the United 
States as a result of the 1990 Act. How-
ever, some veterans came with the ex-
pectation of receiving pension benefits 
and a recognition of their military 
service. Instead, many are on welfare, 
living in poverty-stricken areas, and fi-
nancially unable to petition their fami-

lies to immigrate to the United States. 
Passage of this measure would help 
provide for these veterans upon return 
to their families in the Philippines. 

As some of my colleagues know, I am 
an advocate for the Filipino veterans of 
World War II. I have sponsored several 
measures on their behalf to correct an 
injustice and seek equal treatment for 
their valiant military service in our 
Armed Forces. Members of the Phil-
ippine Commonwealth Army were 
called into the service of the United 
States Forces of the Far East, and 
under the command of General Douglas 
MacArthur joined our American sol-
diers in fighting some of the fiercest 
battles of World War II. Regretfully, 
the Congress betrayed our Filipino al-
lies by enacting the Rescission Act of 
1946. The 1946 Act, now codified as 38 
U.S.C. 107 deems the military service of 
Filipino veterans as not active service 
for purposes of any law of the United 
States conferring rights, privileges or 
benefits. The measure I introduce 
today will not diminish my efforts to 
correct this injustice. As long as it 
takes, I will continue to seek equal 
treatment on behalf of the Filipino vet-
erans of World War II. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill text be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 381 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PROVISION OF REDUCED SSI BEN-

EFIT TO CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS WHO 
PROVIDED SERVICE TO THE ARMED 
FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES IN 
THE PHILIPPINES DURING WORLD 
WAR II AFTER THEY MOVE BACK TO 
THE PHILIPPINES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sections 
1611(b), 1611(f)(1), and 1614(a)(1)(B)(i) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(b), (f)(1), 
1382c(a)(1)(B)(i))— 

(1) the eligibility of a qualified individual 
for benefits under the supplemental security 
income program under title XVI of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) shall not terminate by 
reason of a change in the place of residence 
of the individual to the Philippines; and 

(2) the benefits payable to the individual 
under such program shall be reduced by 25 
percent for so long as the place of residence 
of the individual is in the Philippines. 

(b) QUALIFIED INDIVIDUAL DEFINED.—In sub-
section (a), the term ‘‘qualified individual’’ 
means an individual who— 

(1) as of the date of enactment of this Act, 
is receiving benefits under the supplemental 
security income program under title XVI of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 et 
seq.); and 

(2) before December 31, 1946, served in the 
organized military forces of the Government 
of the Commonwealth of the Philippines 
while such forces were in the service of the 
Armed Forces of the United States pursuant 
to the military order of the President dated 
July 26, 1941, including among such military 
forces organized guerrilla forces under com-
manders appointed, designated, or subse-
quently recognized by the Commander in 
Chief, Southwest Pacific Area, or other com-
petent military authority in the Army of the 
United States.∑ 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 3 
At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 

names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. SMITH), and the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 3, a bill 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to reduce individual income tax 
rates by 10 percent. 

S. 5 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 5, a bill to reduce the trans-
portation and distribution of illegal 
drugs and to strengthen domestic de-
mand reduction, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 7 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 7, a bill to modernize public 
schools for the 21st century. 

S. 10 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 10, 
a bill to provide health protection and 
needed assistance for older Americans, 
including access to health insurance 
for 55 to 65 year olds, assistance for in-
dividuals with long-term care needs, 
and social services for older Ameri-
cans. 

S. 13 
At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. TORRICELLI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 13, a bill to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
additional tax incentives for education. 

S. 14 
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the 

names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAIG), and the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. ASHCROFT) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 14, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the 
use of education individual retirement 
accounts, and for other purposes. 

S. 33 
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 33, a bill to amend title II of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 
and section 504 of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 to exclude prisoners from 
the requirements of that title and sec-
tion. 

S. 74 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 74, a bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide more 
effective remedies to victims of dis-
crimination in the payment of wages 
on the basis of sex, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 98 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 

INOUYE), the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL), and the Senator from 
Tennessee (Mr. FRIST) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 98, a bill to authorize 
appropriations for the Surface Trans-
portation Board for fiscal years 1999, 
2000, 2001, and 2002, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 147 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 147, a bill to provide for a 
reduction in regulatory costs by main-
taining Federal average fuel economy 
standards applicable to automobiles in 
effect at current levels until changed 
by law, and for other purposes. 

S. 170 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM), and the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. KERREY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 170, a bill to 
permit revocation by members of the 
clergy of their exemption from Social 
Security coverage. 

S. 185 

At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CONRAD), and the Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 185, a bill to estab-
lish a Chief Agricultural Negotiator in 
the Office of the United States Trade 
Representative. 

S. 211 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. SARBANES), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. KERREY), and the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 211, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to make permanent the exclusion 
for employer-provided educational as-
sistance programs, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 247 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. JEFFORDS), and the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 247, a bill to amend 
title 17, United States Code, to reform 
the copyright law with respect to sat-
ellite retransmissions of broadcast sig-
nals, and for other purposes. 

S. 258 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 258, a bill to authorize additional 
rounds of base closures and realign-
ments under the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 in 2001 and 
2003, and for other purposes. 

S. 314 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
314, a bill to provide for a loan guar-
antee program to address the Year 2000 
computer problems of small business 
concerns, and for other purposes. 

S. 315 
At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 

names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK), and the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 315, a 
bill to amend the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 to require the President to 
report to Congress on any selective em-
bargo on agricultural commodities, to 
provide a termination date for the em-
bargo, to provide greater assurances 
for contract sanctity, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 322 
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 

names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. GRAMS), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS), the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), the 
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. KERREY), 
and the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. ROCKEFELLER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 322, a bill to amend title 
4, United States Code, to add the Mar-
tin Luther King Jr. holiday to the list 
of days on which the flag should espe-
cially be displayed. 

S. 327 
At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 327, a bill to exempt agricultural 
products, medicines, and medical prod-
ucts from U.S. economic sanctions. 

S. 331 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 331, a bill to amend the 
Social Security Act to expand the 
availability of health care coverage for 
working individuals with disabilities, 
to establish a Ticket to Work and Self- 
Sufficiency Program in the Social Se-
curity Administration to provide such 
individuals with meaningful opportuni-
ties to work, and for other purposes. 

S. 343 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
ASHCROFT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 343, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a deduc-
tion for 100 percent of the health insur-
ance costs of self-employed individuals. 

S. 344 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
ASHCROFT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 344, A biil to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a safe 
harbor for determining that certain in-
dividuals are not employees. 

S. 346 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
FITZGERALD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 346, a bill to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to prohibit the 
recoupment of funds recovered by 
States from one or more tobacco manu-
facturers. 
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-

TION 5—EXPRESSING CONGRES-
SIONAL OPPOSITION TO THE UNI-
LATERAL DECLARATION OF A 
PALESTINIAN STATE AND URG-
ING THE PRESIDENT TO ASSERT 
CLEARLY UNITED STATES OPPO-
SITION TO SUCH A UNILATERAL 
DECLARATION OF STATEHOOD 

Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. MACK, Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, Mr. HATCH, Mr. KERREY of Ne-
braska, Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. HELMS, 
Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. GRAMS, and Mr. LAU-
TENBERG) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 5 

Whereas at the heart of the Oslo peace 
process lies the basic, irrevocable commit-
ment made by Palestinian Chairman Yasir 
Arafat that, in his words, ‘‘all outstanding 
issues relating to permanent status will be 
resolved through negotiations’’; 

Whereas resolving the political status of 
the territory controlled by the Palestinian 
Authority while ensuring Israel’s security is 
one of the central issues of the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict; 

Whereas a declaration of statehood by the 
Palestinians outside the framework of nego-
tiations would, therefore, constitute a most 
fundamental violation of the Oslo process; 

Whereas Yasir Arafat and other Pales-
tinian leaders have repeatedly threatened to 
declare unilaterally the establishment of a 
Palestinian state; 

Whereas the unilateral declaration of a 
Palestinian state would introduce a dramati-
cally destabilizing element into the Middle 
East, risking Israeli countermeasures, a 
quick descent into violence, and an end to 
the entire peace process; and 

Whereas in light of continuing statements 
by Palestinian leaders, United States opposi-
tion to any unilateral Palestinian declara-
tion of statehood should be made clear and 
unambiguous: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That— 

(1) the final political status of the terri-
tory controlled by the Palestinian Authority 
can only be determined through negotiations 
and agreement between Israel and the Pales-
tinian Authority; 

(2) any attempt to establish Palestinian 
statehood outside the negotiating process 
will invoke the strongest congressional op-
position; and 

(3) the President should unequivocally as-
sert United States opposition to the unilat-
eral declaration of a Palestinian State, mak-
ing clear that such a declaration would be a 
grievous violation of the Oslo accords and 
that a declared state would not be recognized 
by the United States. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 32—TO EX-
PRESS THE SENSE OF THE SEN-
ATE REAFFIRMING THE CARGO 
PREFERENCE POLICY OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

Mr. INOUYE submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation: 

S. RES. 32 

Resolved, 
Whereas the maritime policy of the United 

States expressly provides that the United 
States have a merchant marine sufficient to 
carry a substantial portion of the inter-
national waterborne commerce of the United 
States; 

Whereas the maritime policy of the United 
States expressly provides that the United 
States have a merchant marine sufficient to 
serve as a fourth arm of defense in time of 
war and national emergency; 

Whereas the Federal Government has ex-
pressly recognized the vital role of the 
United States merchant marine during Oper-
ation Desert Shield and Operation Desert 
Storm; 

Whereas cargo reservation programs of 
Federal agencies are intended to support the 
privately owned and operated United States- 
flag merchant marine by requiring a certain 
percentage of government-impelled cargo to 
be carried on United States-flag vessels; 

Whereas when Congress enacted Federal 
cargo reservation laws Congress con-
templated that Federal agencies would incur 
higher program costs to use the United 
States-flag vessels required under such laws; 

Whereas section 2631 of title 10, United 
States Code, requires that all United States 
military cargo be carried on United States- 
flag vessels; 

Whereas Federal law requires that cargo 
purchased with loan funds and guarantees 
from the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States established under section 635 of title 
12, United States Code, be carried on United 
States-flag vessels; 

Whereas section 901b of the Merchant Ma-
rine Act, 1936 (46 U.S.C. App. 1241f) requires 
that 75 percent of the gross tonnage of cer-
tain agricultural exports that are the subject 
of an export activity of the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation or the Secretary of Agri-
culture be carried on United States-flag ves-
sels; 

Whereas section 901(b) of such Act (46 
U.S.C. App. 1241(b)) requires that at least 50 
percent of the gross tonnage of other ocean 
borne cargo generated directly or indirectly 
by the Federal Government be carried on 
United States-flag vessels; 

Whereas cargo reservation programs are 
very important for the shipowners of the 
United States who require compensation for 
maintaining a United States-flag fleet; 

Whereas the United States-flag vessels 
that carry reserved cargo provide quality 
jobs for seafarers of the United States; 

Whereas, according to the most recent sta-
tistics from the Maritime Administration, in 
1997, cargo reservation programs generated 
$900,000,000 in revenue to the United States 
fleet and accounted for one-third of all rev-
enue from United States-flag foreign trade 
cargo; 

Whereas the Maritime Administration has 
indicated that the total volume of cargoes 
moving under the programs subject to Fed-
eral cargo reservation laws is declining and 
will continue to decline; 

Whereas, in 1970 Congress found that the 
degree of compliance by Federal agencies 
with the requirements of the cargo reserva-
tion laws was chaotic, uneven, and varied 
from agency to agency; 

Whereas, to ensure maximum compliance 
by all agencies with Federal cargo reserva-
tion laws, Congress enacted the Merchant 

Marine Act of 1970 (Public Law 91–469) to 
centralize monitoring and compliance au-
thority for all cargo reservation programs to 
the Maritime Administration; 

Whereas, notwithstanding section 901(b) of 
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46 U.S.C. 
App. 1241(b)), and the purpose and policy of 
the Federal cargo reservation programs, 
compliance by Federal agencies with Federal 
cargo reservation laws continues to be inad-
equate; 

Whereas the Maritime Administrator cited 
the limited enforcement powers of the Mari-
time Administration with respect to Federal 
agencies that fail to comply with section 
901(b) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1241(b)) and other Federal cargo 
reservation laws; and 

Whereas the Maritime Administrator rec-
ommended that Congress grant the Maritime 
Administration the authority to settle any 
cargo reservation disputes that may arise be-
tween a ship operator and a Federal agency: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) each Federal agency shall administer 
programs of the Federal agency that are sub-
ject to Federal cargo reservation laws (in-
cluding regulations of the Maritime Admin-
istration) to ensure that such programs are 
in compliance with the intent and purpose of 
such cargo reservation laws; and 

(2) the Maritime Administration shall 
closely and strictly monitor any cargo that 
is subject to such cargo reservation laws and 
shall provide directions and decisions to such 
Federal agencies as will ensure maximum 
compliance with the cargo preference laws. 

∑ Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the law 
of the land, specifically section (1) of 
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, de-
clares that the United States shall 
have a merchant marine sufficient to, 
among other things, carry a substan-
tial portion of our international water-
borne commerce and to serve as a 
fourth arm of defense in time of war 
and national emergency. 

The importance of these require-
ments has been dramatically illus-
trated by the vital role of our mer-
chant marine in World War II, Korea, 
Vietnam, during operations Desert 
Shield and Desert Storm, and most re-
cently in Haiti, Somalia, and Bosnia. 

While the privately owned and oper-
ated U.S.-flag merchant marine has 
performed so magnificently and effec-
tively in times of crisis, it has also 
made extraordinary efforts to ensure 
that a substantial portion of commer-
cial cargo bound to and from the 
United States moves on U.S. vessels. 
Given the chronic overtonnaging in 
international shipping, cut-throat com-
petition, and the competitive edge our 
trading partners give their national 
flags, this has not been easy. In addi-
tion to competition with subsidized 
foreign carriers, U.S.-flag carriers are 
forced to complete with flag of conven-
ience carriers. Over two-thirds of the 
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international vessels operating in com-
merce are operating under flags of con-
venience. Flag of convenience reg-
istries include such major maritime 
powers as Panama, Liberia, the Mar-
shall Islands, and Vanuatu. These reg-
istries only require their vessel owners 
to pay registration fees. Shipowners 
are not required to pay tax on revenues 
earned and employees do not have to 
pay income tax. Further, the ship-
owner has little or no obligation to 
comply with the law of the nation of 
registry. 

Nevertheless, if our commercial fleet 
is to continue to be an effective auxil-
iary in times of war or national emer-
gency, it must first be commercially 
viable in times of peace. Otherwise, 
there will be no merchant fleet when 
the need arises. 

I think we all would agree that there 
is a substantial national interest in 
promoting our merchant fleet. I think, 
also, that we would all agree that U.S. 
national security and economic secu-
rity interests should not be held hos-
tage by insufficient U.S.-controlled 
sealift assets. Given the diminution of 
the flag fleets of our NATO allies it 
will be more important in the future to 
sustain a viable U.S.-flag presence. In-
deed, several laws of our land recognize 
that national interest and spell out 
specifically how the U.S. government is 
to go about promoting it. Federal laws 
require that U.S. military cargo, cargo 
purchased with loan funds and guaran-
tees from the Export-Import Bank, 75 
percent of concessionary agricultural 
cargo, and at least 50 percent of all 
other international ocean borne cargo 
generated directly or indirectly by the 
federal government be carried on U.S.- 
flag vessels. The alarming news is that 
according to the Maritime Administra-
tion (MARAD) the total volume of 
cargo moving under these programs is 
declining and will continue to do so. 

According to a report by Nathan As-
sociates, Inc., the 1992 economic impact 
of cargo preference for the United 
States was 40,000 direct, indirect and 
induced jobs; $2.2 billion in direct, indi-
rect and induced household earnings; 
$354 million in direct, indirect and in-
duced federal personal and business in-
come tax revenues—$1.20 for every dol-
lar of government outlay on cargo pref-
erence; and $1.2 billion in foreign ex-
change. 

It is, therefore, imperative that U.S.- 
flag vessels carry every ton of cargo 
which these programs and the law in-
tend, and in fact require, them to 
carry. This brings me to the reason for 
the resolution I am submitting today. 
These are two substantial problems 
which threaten the viability of these 
programs and, therefore, the viability 
of our merchant fleet. 

Several agencies administering cargo 
reservation programs continue to 
evade the spirit and letter of the res-
ervation laws by finding the law inap-
plicable to a particular program or em-
ploying other loopholes. 

This problem of evasion and uneven 
confidence led the Congress to amend 

the Merchant Marine Act of 1970 to 
centralize monitoring and compliance 
authority for all cargo reservation pro-
grams in the MARAD. Nevertheless, 
the problem remains. Critics of the 
MARAD maintain the agency is too 
timid, and does not discharge its obli-
gation aggressively. The MARAD, on 
the other hand, says it has limited en-
forcement powers over those govern-
ment agencies which are not in compli-
ance. 

Recently, the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia en-
tered an unopposed order upon consid-
eration of the joint motion of the par-
ties in Farrell Lines Incorporated 
versus United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) and Sea-Land 
Service, Inc. The order affirms the ap-
propriate roles of the MARAD in ad-
ministering the cargo preference laws 
with respect to Food for Progress and 
Section 416(b) programs, and the USDA 
in complying with those laws and the 
MARAD’s policies and regulations im-
plementing them. 

Mr. President, the resolution I am 
submitting today expresses the sense of 
the Senate that all of these federal 
agencies must fully comply with both 
the intent and purpose of existing 
cargo reservation laws, and that the 
MARAD should provide directions and 
decisions to these agencies to ensure 
maximum compliance with these 
laws.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

STATES’ RIGHTS PROTECTION ACT 
OF 1999 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
as an original cosponsor of the ‘‘States’ 
Rights Protection Act of 1999.’’ This 
legislation will prevent a grave injus-
tice that could do significant damage 
to our states, and to our federal sys-
tem. 

Several years ago, Mr. President, a 
number of states commenced lawsuits 
against American tobacco companies. 
The states sought damages on the basis 
of a number of claims, including viola-
tion of consumer fraud and other State 
consumer protection laws, antitrust 
violations and unjust enrichment. 
Some suits included claims for to-
bacco-related health care costs in-
curred by the states, and some did not. 

Eventually all 50 states became par-
ties in one way or another to anti-to-
bacco lawsuits. Last November a major 
settlement was reached, involving 46 
states. That settlement included no 
funds of any kind to be allocated for 
State medicaid costs. 

The federal government in Wash-
ington did not initiate these suits. The 
federal government in Washington pro-
vided no financial assistance to the 
states in furtherance of their suits. Yet 
now, after the states and the tobacco 
companies have agreed on a financial 
settlement, the Clinton Administration 
is seeking to divert a significant por-
tion of that settlement to its own use. 

The federal Health Care Financing 
Administration (HCFA) has stated that 
it wants to ‘‘recoup’’ some of the 
states’ settlement funds. They claim to 
have a right to these funds under a 
Medicaid law which the federal govern-
ment has traditionally used to recover 
its share of ‘‘overpayments.’’ These 
overpayments typically arise when pro-
viders overbill Medicaid. 

Mr. President, HCFA’s claims cannot 
stand. The law to which they refer was 
intended to prevent fraud and other 
forms of overbilling. It was not in-
tended to allow the federal government 
to seize huge amounts of money to 
which it has no proper title. States 
have obtained a legal right to this 
money. They gained this right through 
a properly constructed and affirmed 
legal settlement of lawsuits filed 
against product manufacturers, on be-
half of all their residents, asserting a 
consumer protection and various other 
causes of action. 

There is no federal medical claim in-
volved. Thus HCFA has no right to 
these monies, and neither does any 
agency of the federal government. 

The Administration’s pursuit of mon-
ies from this settlement amounts to 
nothing more or less than a raw asser-
tion of federal power. We must oppose 
it for the good of our states and for the 
good of our form of limited, federal 
government. 

Ours is a limited government, Mr. 
President. It is limited in that the Con-
stitution delegates only certain powers 
to the federal branches and their offi-
cials. Our Constitution includes a num-
ber of what James Madison called 
‘‘auxiliary precautions’’ to keep federal 
officials within their proper bounds, 
thereby protecting our liberties. But 
Madison recognized that the primary 
check on those who would overstep 
their proper bounds must be the deter-
mination of elected officials to see that 
the Constitution’s terms are respected. 

A federal government that simply 
steps in to take money from the states 
is not respecting our Constitution. 
That federal government is taking us 
far down a dangerous path toward un-
restrained central power. We must see 
that this does not happen. 

In addition, Mr. President, as a prac-
tical matter it would be a mistake to 
allow the federal government to com-
mandeer these funds. To begin with, 
were the federal government in Wash-
ington to take these funds from the 
states under the weak legal pretense 
put forward by the HCFA, the result 
would be long, wasteful litigation. 
That litigation will benefit no one, in-
stead it will poison intergovernmental 
relations for years to come. 

Indeed, if the HCFA begins to seize 
state settlement funds, it will do so by 
cutting federal Medicaid payments to 
the states. This will make it much 
more difficult for states to provide 
health care for children from low and 
moderate income families, the disabled 
and millions of others who depend on 
Medicaid. The real victims of this 
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money grab will be the weakest mem-
bers of our society, those least able to 
take care of themselves. 

Of course, the Administration claims 
that it will use the states’ money to 
benefit everyone. It seeks to take $18.9 
billion of the states’ money over the 
next five years. No doubt the Adminis-
tration will find attractive programs 
on which to spend this money. But the 
federal government already consumes 
more than 20 percent of our national 
income. We do not need yet another 
federal tax and spend policy. 

As a nation what we need is more in-
novative policy making at the state 
and local level. And that is what these 
monies will produce, if only we will 
leave them in their proper place. 

A number of states already have 
acted in reliance on the tobacco settle-
ment, putting forward proposals and 
new programs that will greatly benefit 
their people. 

For example, in my state of Michi-
gan, Governor John Engler in his state 
of the state address a few short weeks 
ago proposed to endow a Michigan 
Merit Award Trust Fund with Michi-
gan’s share of the tobacco settlement. 

Under this program, every Michigan 
high school graduate who masters 
reading, writing, math and science will 
receive a Michigan Merit Award—a 
$2,500 scholarship that can be used for 
further study at a Michigan school of 
that student’s choice. 

In addition, all Michigan students 
who pass the 7th and 8th grade tests in 
reading, writing, math and science ad-
ministered by the state will be awarded 
$500. That means, Mr. President, that 
any Michigan student successfully 
completing secondary schooling will 
receive $3,000 for further education. 

The young people of Michigan will 
benefit tremendously from this pro-
gram, Mr. President. Their motivation 
to do well in school will be signifi-
cantly increased, as will their ability 
to afford and succeed in higher edu-
cation. 

We need programs like Michigan’s to 
help kids do well in school and get 
ahead in life. The federal government 
should be learning from these kinds of 
programs and working to show other 
states how well they can work. It 
should not be taking money out of the 
pockets of Michigan’s young people to 
put into the pockets of Washington bu-
reaucrats. 

We must protect the rights and the 
people of our states by seeing to it that 
tobacco settlement money stays where 
it belongs, and where it will do the 
most good—in the states. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bipartisan legislation.∑ 

f 

THE PUBLIC SCHOOL 
MODERNIZATION ACT 

∑ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today to update my colleagues on 
the status of the Public School Mod-
ernization Act, which I introduced on 
January 19 as S. 223. The bill already 

has 15 cosponsors and I expect the list 
to continue to grow. 

Mr. President, I was very pleased to 
see that the President’s Budget for Fis-
cal Year 2000 will call for $25 billion in 
nationwide bond authority through the 
Public School Modernization Act. This 
is a higher total than first con-
templated in my bill, S. 223, but I want 
to make it clear to my colleagues that 
my cosponsors and I will gladly update 
the numbers when my bill reaches the 
Senate floor as an amendment or a 
stand alone measure. 

The President’s FY 2000 Budget illus-
trates why the Public School Mod-
ernization Act is a great return on our 
Federal investment. The five year cost 
of this program will be $3.7 billion, but 
it will create nearly $25 billion in new 
bond authority for school districts all 
over the country. Of this authority, 
$22.4 billion will be through the School 
Modernization Bond Program and $2.4 
billion will come through the Qualified 
Zone Academy Bond Program. In addi-
tion, $400 million of bond authority 
will go to Native American tribes or 
tribal organizations for BIA funded 
schools. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
support this effort to invest in our chil-
dren’s future. I ask all of my collegues 
to join me in cosponsoring S. 223, the 
Public School Modernization Act of 
1999.∑ 

f 

HUTCHISON/GRAHAM STATE 
TOBACCO SETTLEMENT 

∑ Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of S. 346, a bill to 
amend title XIX of the Social Security 
Act to prohibit the recoupment of 
funds recovered by states from one or 
more tobacco manufacturers. Starting 
in 1989, several states filed lawsuits 
against tobacco companies to recover 
the costs of smoking related illnesses 
borne by states. The lawsuits led to 
final settlements between each state 
and the tobacco industry. 

Now, after providing no assistance to 
states in their legal battles, the Ad-
ministration, through the Health Care 
Financing Administration, is attempt-
ing to claim a portion of this money. It 
is my opinion that this money belongs 
to the individual states, and should be 
spent as each state sees fit. This legis-
lation accomplishes exactly that goal. 

The Health Care Financing Adminis-
tration’s pursuit of these monies also 
could jeopardize state programs all 
over the country. In Florida, Governor 
Jeb Bush announced an endowment, 
funded by tobacco monies, to insure 
the financial health of vital programs 
for children and seniors. The endow-
ment fund is named in honor of the 
late Governor Lawton Chiles, who 
played a key role in obtaining the to-
bacco settlement for the people of 
Florida. Other programs, funded by the 
settlement, have already been put in 
place in Florida, and would be jeopard-
ized if the funds were suddenly not 
available. 

Additionally, the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration’s plan to ob-
tain these funds by witholding federal 
Medicaid payments to the states could 
very well affect the states’ ability to 
provide much needed care for the mil-
lions of Americans who depend on Med-
icaid. 

The Administration’s attempt to dic-
tate how the money should be spent 
demonstrates a disregard for state 
budgeting process. I hope that my col-
leagues will support this bi-partisan 
bill that protects state tobacco settle-
ments from federal recoupment.∑ 

f 

REMARKS ON HUMAN RIGHTS 
SITUATION IN PERU 

∑ Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my deep concern 
over the apparent disregard for inter-
national standards of fairness and 
openness in the legal process in Peru. 
President Fujimori is visiting Wash-
ington today and is being congratu-
lated by the President on resolving 
Peru’s border dispute with Ecuador. 
During his visit, I think it is important 
to point out that under his rule demo-
cratic principles have been threatened 
in Peru and the basic civil rights of the 
Peruvian people have not been properly 
respected. 

In his inaugural speech in July of 
1990, President Fujimori stated that 
‘‘the unrestricted respect and pro-
motion of human rights’’ would be a 
priority of his government. His prom-
ises, though, quickly proved suspect as 
he solidified his control over what has 
been described as ‘‘an authoritarian ci-
vilian military government’’. 

In April of 1992 he annulled Peru’s 
constitution, dissolved the Legislature 
and purged most of the judiciary, most 
forcefully and notably those courts re-
sponsible for ensuring the civil rights 
of its citizens. Since this time inde-
pendent monitoring groups like Am-
nesty International have documented 
numerous extrajudicial executions of 
peasant men, women and children, per-
petrated by Peru’s military and police 
forces who later attempted to conceal 
their actions. These executions have 
been determined by respected inde-
pendent human rights organizations to 
have been orchestrated from the high-
est levels of the current Peruvian gov-
ernment, including two of President 
Fujimori’s top advisors. 

Human rights workers and journal-
ists in Peru have been subjected to in-
timidation, death threats, abductions, 
and torturous interrogation and im-
prisonment by the Peruvian govern-
ment in response to their attempts to 
hold responsible those who committed 
these atrocities. 

President Fujimori’s systematic dis-
mantling of Peru’s legislative and judi-
cial systems has resulted in impunity 
for those who commit these acts of ag-
gression. To investigate and determine 
accountability in these cases, the mili-
tary has often served both as pros-
ecutor and judge, keeping their identi-
ties 
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secret and under direct control of the 
executive branch. These ‘‘faceless 
judges’’ have also punished, without 
proper recourse or due process, and in 
direct violation of international law, 
those who challenge or call attention 
to their actions. According to the 
State Department’s most recent 
human rights report the Peruvian gov-
ernment has eliminated the use of face-
less tribunals, but much damage has 
already been done and many con-
demned by the faceless judges remain 
incarcerated. 

I am especially concerned about the 
failure to respect due process in one 
case in particular. One individual who 
has directly suffered from the trans-
gressions of Fujimori’s authoritarian 
government is American journalist 
Lori Berenson. Her journalistic cov-
erage of Peru’s economically and po-
litically disaffected was not popular 
with the Peruvian government. While 
working in Peru in January of 1996 she 
was arrested and charged with involve-
ment with terrorist organizations. Ac-
cording to human rights groups, she 
was tried without due process, little 
evidence, and without being allowed a 
defense. She was convicted of ‘‘treason 
against the fatherland’’ and sentenced 
to imprisonment for life. 

The handling of this case has drawn 
widespread condemnation from human 
rights groups, the U.S. State Depart-
ment, and even high ranking Peruvian 
officials. Many have pointed out that, 
by depriving Ms. Berenson of her right 
to defend herself in a fair trial by an 
impartial jury, the Peruvian govern-
ment was in direct violation of numer-
ous international treaties guaranteeing 
the legal rights of prisoners. The Com-
mission of International Jurists, the 
Inter-American Court of Human Rights 
and the United Nations Human Rights 
Committee are among the many re-
spected organizations who have con-
demned Peru’s actions and have urged 
that immediate measures be taken to 
abolish these practices which under-
mine internationally recognized fair 
trial standards. 

Today, Lori Berenson remains incar-
cerated in a country with notoriously 
harsh prison conditions where she has 
been held in the total isolation of soli-
tary confinement since October 7 of 
last year. According to her father she 
is suffering serious health problems. 
Amnesty International charges that 
the conditions under which she is im-
prisoned contravene the U.N. Conven-
tion against Torture and other Cruel, 
Inhuman, or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment, a Convention to which 
Peru is a party. 

I wanted to take this opportunity to 
urge President Fujimori to grant Lori 
Berenson a fair, open, and just trial as 
prescribed under international conven-
tions. And I call on him to honor his 
pledge to all the Peruvian people to 
make the respect of basic legal, civil, 
and human rights a priority in his gov-
ernment.∑ 

1998 KANSAS WHEAT MAN OF THE 
YEAR 

∑ Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, 
today, I rise to recognize the 1998 Kan-
sas Wheat Man of the Year, Dr. Rollie 
Sears. Dr. Sears is a world-renowned 
wheat breeder and a Professor in the 
Department of Agronomy at Kansas 
State University. His colleagues de-
scribe him as much more than a college 
professor. 

Throughout the wheat industry, Mr. 
Sears is known for his many contribu-
tions to the development of new wheat 
varieties. Dr. Sears was again in the 
spotlight in 1998 when he released two 
new varieties of hard white wheat 
along with the indication that shortly 
there was more to come. 

Mr. President, today I join with the 
Kansas Wheat Association in honoring 
a man who works to develop, and im-
prove the wheat industry. I congratu-
late Dr. Sears for his outstanding con-
tributions to wheat growers and I wish 
him continued success.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MONSIGNOR JOHN 
QUINN OF MANCHESTER, NH 

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise today to pay tribute 
to Monsignor John P. Quinn of Man-
chester, New Hampshire, on his retire-
ment from Catholic Charities. Mon-
signor Quinn has been Dioceasan Direc-
tor of New Hampshire Catholic Char-
ities since 1976. 

Monsignor Quinn was ordained on 
May 18, 1969 and has served many func-
tions in the Diocese. He first served as 
Associate Pastor at St. Anne’s Parish 
in Manchester. Most recently he served 
as Secretary to the Bishop in charge of 
Community Service and Director of 
New Hampshire Catholic Charities. He 
leaves these posts to occupy the posi-
tion of Secretary to the Bishop in 
charge of Finance and Real Estate and 
to become the Finance Officer of the 
Diocese. 

Furthermore, Monsignor Quinn has 
continuously exhibited his unselfish 
dedication to the community. Having 
volunteered in various organizations 
such as the Trinity High School Board, 
the Manchester Police Department and 
the New Hampshire Social Welfare 
Council, Monsignor Quinn is an exem-
plary model for community service. 

As a lifelong Catholic, I would like to 
congratulate Monsignor Quinn on all of 
his accomplishments and thank him 
for his service to Catholic Charities 
and his continued service to the Dio-
cese. I wish him well in all of his future 
endeavors. I am honored to represent 
him in the United States Senate.∑ 

f 

EDUCATION FLEXIBILITY ACT OF 
1999 

∑ Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, on 
January 27th, the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions approved S. 280, the Education 
Flexibility Partnership Act of 1999. 

Given the conflicts presented by meet-
ings related to the impeachment trial, 
our Democratic colleagues were unable 
to attend the executive session. 

When this legislation was considered 
in the last Congress, it was adopted on 
a 17–1 vote with Senator WELLSTONE in 
opposition. Senator WELLSTONE re-
mains opposed to this legislation, and 
provided the committee with a proxy 
so that he could be so recorded again 
this year. However, due to a misunder-
standing and the absence of the Rank-
ing Democratic Member, I did not exer-
cise his proxy. I do want the record to 
indicate that Senator WELLSTONE re-
mains opposed to this legislation.∑ 

f 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
INDIAN AFFAIRS 

∑ Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, Sen-
ate Standing Rule XXVI requires each 
committee to adopt rules to govern the 
procedures of the Committee and to 
publish those rules in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD not later than March 1 
of the first year of each Congress. On 
January 6, 1999, the Committee on In-
dian Affairs held a business meeting 
during which the members of the Com-
mittee unanimously adopted rules to 
govern the procedures of the Com-
mittee. Consistent with Standing Rule 
XXVI, today I am submitting for print-
ing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a 
copy of the Rules of the Senate Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

The rules follow: 
RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN 

AFFAIRS 
COMMITTEE RULES 

Rule 1. The Standing Rules of the Senate, 
Senate Resolution 4, and the provisions of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended by the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970, to the extent the provisions 
of such Act are applicable to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs and supplemented by these 
rules, are adopted as the rules of the Com-
mittee. 

MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE 
Rule 2. The Committee shall meet on the 

first Tuesday of each month while the Con-
gress is in session for the purpose of con-
ducting business, unless for the convenience 
of the Members, the Chairman shall set some 
other day for a meeting. Additional meetings 
may be called by the Chairman as he may 
deem necessary. 

OPEN HEARINGS AND MEETINGS 
Rule 3. Hearings and business meetings of 

the Committee shall be open to the public 
except when the Chairman by a majority 
vote orders a closed hearing or meeting. 

HEARING PROCEDURE 
Rule 4(a). Public notice shall be given of 

the date, place and subject matter of any 
hearing to be held by the Committee at least 
one week in advance of such hearing unless 
the Chairman of the Committee determines 
that the hearing is noncontroversial or that 
special circumstances require expedited pro-
cedures and a majority of the Committee in-
volved concurs. In no case shall a hearing be 
conducted with less than 24 hours notice. 

(b). Each witness who is to appear before 
the Committee shall file with the Com-
mittee, at least 72 hours in advance of the 
hearing, an original and 75 printed copies of 
his 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:42 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00089 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S04FE9.REC S04FE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1288 February 4, 1999 
or her written testimony. In addition, each 
witness shall provide an electronic copy of 
the testimony on a computer disk formatted 
and suitable for use by the Committee. 

(c). Each member shall be limited to five 
(5) minutes in questioning of any witness 
until such time as all Members who so desire 
have had an opportunity to question the wit-
ness unless the Committee shall decide oth-
erwise. 

(d). The Chairman and Vice Chairman or 
the Ranking Majority and Minority Members 
present at the hearing may each appoint one 
Committee staff member to question each 
witness. Such staff member may question 
the witness only after all Members present 
have completed their questioning of the wit-
ness or at such time as the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman or the Ranking Majority and 
Minority Members present may agree. 

BUSINESS MEETING AGENDA 
Rule 5(a). A legislative measure or subject 

shall be included in the agenda of the next 
following business meeting of the Committee 
if a written request by a Member for such in-
clusion has been filed with the Chairman of 
the Committee at least one week prior to 
such meeting. Nothing in this rule shall be 
construed to limit the authority of the 
Chairman of the Committee to include legis-
lative measures or subject on the Committee 
agenda in the absence of such request. 

(b). Notice of, and the agenda for, any busi-
ness meeting of the Committee shall be pro-
vided to each Member and made available to 
the public at least two days prior to such 
meeting, and no new items may be added 
after the agenda is published except by the 
approval of a majority of the Members of the 
Committee. The Clerk shall promptly notify 
absent Members of any action taken by the 
Committee on matters not included in the 
published agenda. 

QUORUM 
Rule 6(a). Except as provided in sub-

sections (b) and (c), eight (8) Members shall 
constitute a quorum for the conduct of busi-
ness of the Committee. Consistent with Sen-
ate rules, a quorum is presumed to be 
present unless the absence of a quorum is 
noted by a Member. 

(b). A measure may be ordered reported 
from the Committee unless an objection is 
made by a Member, in which case a recorded 
vote of the Members shall be required. 

(c). One Member shall constitute a quorum 
for the purpose of conducting a hearing or 
taking testimony on any measure before the 
Committee. 

VOTING 
Rule 7(a). A recorded vote of the Members 

shall be taken upon the request of any Mem-
ber. 

(b). Proxy voting shall be permitted on all 
matters, except that proxies may not be 
counted for the purpose of determining the 
presence of a quorum. Unless further limited, 
a proxy shall be exercised only for the date 
for which it is given and upon the terms pub-
lished in the agenda for that date. 
SWORN TESTIMONY AND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

Rule 8. Witnesses in Committee hearings 
may be required to give testimony under 
oath whenever the Chairman or Vice Chair-
man of the Committee deems it to be nec-
essary. At any hearing to confirm a Presi-
dential nomination, the testimony of the 
nominee, and at the request of any Member, 
any other witness, shall be under oath. Every 
nominee shall submit a financial statement, 
on forms to be perfected by the Committee, 
which shall be sworn to by the nominee as to 
its completeness and accuracy. All such 
statements shall be made public by the Com-
mittee unless the Committee, in executive 
session, determines that special cir-
cumstances require a full or partial excep-
tion to this rule. Members of the Committee 
are urged to make public a complete disclo-
sure of their financial interests on forms to 
be perfected by the Committee in the man-
ner required in the case of Presidential 
nominees. 

CONFIDENTIAL TESTIMONY 
Rule 9. No confidential testimony taken 

by, or confidential material presented to the 
Committee or any report of the proceedings 
of a closed Committee hearing or business 
meeting shall be made public in whole or in 
part by way of summary, unless authorized 
by a majority of the Members of the Com-
mittee at a business meeting called for the 
purpose of making such a determination. 

DEFAMATORY STATEMENTS 
Rule 10. Any person whose name is men-

tioned or who is specifically identified in, or 
who believes that testimony or other evi-
dence presented at, an open Committee hear-

ing tends to defame him or her or otherwise 
adversely affect his or her reputation may 
file with the Committee for its consideration 
and action a sworn statement of facts rel-
evant to such testimony of evidence. 

BROADCASTING OF HEARINGS OR MEETINGS 

Rule 11. Any meeting or hearing by the 
Committee which is open to the public may 
be covered in whole or in part by television, 
radio broadcast, or still photography. Pho-
tographers and reporters using mechanical 
recording, filming, or broadcasting devices 
shall position their equipment so as not to 
interfere with the sight, vision, and hearing 
of Members and staff on the dais or with the 
orderly process of the meeting or hearing. 

AMENDING THE RULES 

Rule 12. These rules may be amended only 
by a vote of a majority of all the Members of 
the Committee in a business meeting of the 
Committee; Provided, that no vote may be 
taken on any proposed amendment unless 
such amendment is reproduced in full in the 
Committee agenda for such meeting at least 
seven (7) days in advance of such meeting.∑ 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Secretary of the Senate on Feb-
ruary 3, 1999: 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES 
ARMY AND FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT (IDENTIFIED 
BY AN ASTERISK (*)) UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 
531, 624, 628, AND 3064: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

TIM O. REUTTER, 0000 
JOHN R. SWANSON, 0000 

To be major 

* DAVID A. ERICKSON, 0000 
* JOHN M. GRIFFIN, 0000 

EXECUTIVE NOMINATION RECEIVED BY THE SEC-
RETARY OF THE SENATE FEBRUARY 4, 1999, UNDER AU-
THORITY OF THE ORDER OF THE SENATE OF JANUARY 6, 
1999: 

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 

THOMAS J. ERICKSON, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE A COMMISSIONER OF THE COMMODITY FUTURES 
TRADING COMMISSION FOR THE TERM EXPIRING APRIL 
13, 2003, VICE JOHN E. TULL, JR., TERM EXPIRED. 
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